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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We vnperstanp that, under the bye-law passed at the special 
general meeting held on the 31st ult., the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society have made a regulation under which the 
subscriptions for the current year will be: (a) For members 
taking out town certificates who have been admitted three years 
and upwards, £2; (4) for members taking out country certificates 
who have been admitted for three years and upwards, £1; (c) for 
members taking out country certificates who have been admitted 
for three years and upwards, and who are members of the pro- 
vincial law society of the district in which they practise, while 
they continue such members, 10s ; (d) for members who have not 
been admitted three years, one-half the subscription until the 
expiration of such three years, but so that no subscription shall be 
less than 5s. The reason for the concluding clause of the last 
regulation is to be found in regulation 3 of the general regulations 
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of the society, which prescribes that when a member is elected 
after the 31st of May he is only to pay half the amount of the 
annual subscription for the remainder of the year. Therefore, 
when a country solicitor is elected a member after the 31st of 
May he is only required to pay 10s. Under the new regulations, 
if the solicitor happens to be a member of a country law society 
this would be reduced to 5s., and if he has not been admitted for 
three years the subscription, but for the clause referred to, would 
be reduced to 2s. 6d. 





Mr. Justice Nortn, who has been largely occupied during the 
present sittings in disposing of a heavy list of adjourned summonses, 
will on Monday, the 25th inst., commence the hearing of non- 
witness actions. 





Te Pay Orrice of the Supreme Court is in some tribulation. 
The rooms ordinarily occupied by the six divisions of that depart- 
ment are undergoing repair, and the whole staff has been crowded 
into Room 47, recently occupied by the Bank of England, to the 
great discomfort both of the officials and of solicitors and suitors in 
attendance. 


A transrer of a hundred actions to Mr. Justice Kexewicn for 
the purpose only of trial or hearing from the lists of Mr. Justice 
Nortn and Mr. Justice Srretine is in preparation. During the 
present sittings Mr. Justice Norra has only been able to devote 
about six days to the hearing of witness actions, and these have 
all been taken up with the hearing of one heavy case. The other 
chancery judges have each made a considerable reduction in their 
lists of witness actions ready for hearing. It is to be hoped that, 
in fairness to all parties, the cases to be transferred will be taken 
from the tops of the lists. 





In THe rEcENT cask of Ex parte Milne, Re Batten (ante, p. 235, 37 
W. R. 303) a point of great importance affecting deeds of arrangement 
with creditors came before Mr. Justice Cave. The deed in this case 
was expressed to be made between the debtor, the trustee, the com- 
mittee of inspection, and the creditors whose names were set out in 
a schedule thereto, and all the other creditors of the debtor who 
acceded thereto. The deed and schedule were registered under 
the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887. There was then the name 
of only one creditor in the schedule. The names of others were 
subsequently inserted, and the question was whether, by this 
addition to the schedule, the deed was avoided. Mr. Justice Cave 
held that it was, but upon grounds which do not seem satisfac- 
tory. He ssid the deed was materially altered by the addition 
to the schedule, and the rights and duties of all parties under the 
deed were thereby materially altered. This, however, would not 
seem to be the case. The deed purported to be made with all the 
debtor’s creditors who should accede to it, and the purport and 
effect of it were not in any respect altered. It was immaterial how 
the assent of the creditors was given, whether by signing the deed 
or otherwise; all who in any manner acceded to it were bound by 
and entitled to the benefit of it. The effect of the above decision, 
if it should be upheld, will probably be to avoid the great majority 
of deeds which have been executed and registered since the above 
Act was passed. It is very difficult to obtain the assent of all the 
creditors within the time allowed for registration, and there are 
probably very few deeds to which a schedule of creditors is not 
attached, and which some of the creditors have not signed after 
registration. The Act does not require a schedule of creditors, 
and as long as the above decision stands it would be prudent not 
to have one. It is not necessary to have one, it being well settled 
that creditors are bound by and entitled to the benefit of a deed 
of this sort though not made parties by name but only by desig- 
nation, if they in any manner accede to it. 





Tue ricut of suitors in the county court to obtain copies of the 
judge’s notes for the purposes of an appeal to the High Court was 
considered in the case of In the Matter of an Appeal from the 





County Court of Sheffield, which came before the Divisional Court 
ie Wednesday last. It appeared that the county court judge had 
17 
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repeatedly been applied to by both parties for his notes, and that 
he had refused to furnish copies thereof to the applicants, while, at 
the same time, expressing his willingness to forward his notes to 
the master of the Crown Office upon the request of the latter. The 
master having refused to make any such request to the learned 
judge, the assistance o the High Court was invoked by the parties, 
when it was pointed out by Hupprestoy, B., and Manisry, J., that 
the proper course was to apply for an order in the nature of a 
mandamus under section 131 of the County Courts Act, 1888, and 
eventually the court granted a rule zisi for such an order. 
It is submitted that the course pursued by the learned county 
court judge, in refusing a copy of his notes to the parties, 
was mistaken ; for it is now expressly provided by section 121 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, that, where a judge has made a 
note at the request of either party in an action or matter in 
which a right to appeal exists, ‘‘ he shal/, at the expense of 
any person or persons being party or parties in any such 
action or matter, furnish a copy of the note so taken at the 
sud trial or hearing, or allow a copy to be taken of the same, 


in Hornby v. Cardwell (8 Q. B. D. 338), that “a third party 
when joined as such, becomes a party to the cause, with 
all the liabilities of a party, and one of these liabilities is the 
liability to pay costs.” This was followed by Mr. Justice 
Kay in Filler v. Roberts (21 Ch. D. 198). But the court 
declined to go further, and to hold that the liability of the 
third party included a liability to a direct judgment for the plain. 
tiff against him. No authority being at hand to shake them in 
this resolution, Mr. Aston, Q.C., asked that the third party 
should, even at that stage, by amendment, be made a defend. 
ant, and the desired end thus attained. Lord Justice Liyorey 
wavered, and would apparently have allowed this to be done, 
on the ground that, by ord. 16, r. 11, parties may be 
added ‘‘at any stage of the proceedings”; but Lord Jus. 
tice Corron was firm against it, and prevailed. The matter, 
indeed, seems to be well settled by authority. After the words 
above quoted had over-persuaded Bacon, V.C., in Attorney-General 
v. Corporation of Birmingham (15 Ch. D. 423), his decision was 
reversed in the Court of Appeal, and for the short and clear 





by or on behalf of euch person or persons.” ‘This provision is | reason stated by Jesset, M.R.—‘The rule only applies before 
new, and was infended to overrule the previous practice with | decree; for the parties are to be brought before the court to enable 
regard to county court appeals, which, by virtue of sections 23 and | it ‘to adjudicate upon and settle all the questions involved in the 
24 of the Judicature Act, 1884 [whereby the Rule Committee of | action.’ Here the questions have been finally adjudicated upon.” 
the High Court judges are empowered to make rules for regulating | It is true that in Keith v. Butcher (25 Ch. D. 750) Kay, J., 
the procedure on appeals from inferior courts to the High Court}, | allowed puisne mortgagees to be added after a foreclosure judg- 
has hitherto been regulated by order 59 of the Supreme Court Rules, | ment, ostensibly on the ground that it had not been drawn up and 
rule 13 of which prescribes that the master of the Crown Office | entered. If the decision can be supported, a better ground would 
shall apply to the county court judge for a copy of his notes, and | be that the puisne mortgagees had only just been discovered, and 
that the parties to the appeal shall obtain duplicate copies thereof | that their presence was necessary to complete the first mortgagee’s 








from the Crown Office Department. Unfortunately, however, some 
doubt may well be entertained as to whether the rule just cited is 
not still operative, for section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
disregarding what is containcd in section 121 above referred to 
with regard to procedure on appeals, provides that any party may 
appeal to the High Court ‘‘in such manner, and subject to such 
conditions, as may be for the time being provided by the rules of 
the Supreme Court regulating the procedure on appeals from 
inferior courts to the High Court,” while order 32 of the County 
Court Rules, 1889, prescribes, by rule 1 thereof, that ‘appeals 
shall be had in accordance with the provisions of the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, made under the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 
1884.”” The question therefore arises whether, when the practice 
indicated by the County Courts Act, 1888, with regard to appeals 
differs from that prescribed by the Supreme Court Rules, the former 
or the latter is to prevail? In this connection it is important to 
remember that the new County Court Rules, equally with those 
they replace, would seem to have the force of an Act of Parliament 
with regard to the regulation of ‘matters of procedure and prac- 
tice” : Poyser y. Minors (7 Q. B. D. 829), County Courts Act, 1888, 
s. 164. Consequently, as pointed out by Hvppresron, B., in the 
case under consideration, the court will eventually have to decide 
whether, and, if so, how far, the County Court Rules, 1889, 
override the provisions of the County Courts Act, 1888, with regard 
to appeals from the county court to the High Court. That such 
a question should already have arisen must be regarded as a reflec- 
tion upon the undue haste with which the new County Courts Act 
and Rules were framed. : 


ConsIDERABLE Discussion took place in Edison and Swan Unite” 
Electric Light Co. ¥. Holland, after the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal had been pronounced, upon the rights of the plaintiffs 
against the Brush Electric Light Co., who had been brought in as 
third parties. Asa matter of fact, they, being the manufacturers 
of the lamps in question, were the only parties really interested, 
and they h«d accordingly undertaken the whole burden of the 
defence. The case having gone against them, the Attorney- 
General applied, on the part of the plaintiffs, for a direct order 
against them as to costs, and also for an injunction. As to costs, 
it does not seem that, under R. S. C, ord. 16, x. 54, there 
can be much doubt. This provides that the court ‘may decide all 


questions of costs as between a third party and the other parties to | 


the action, and may order any one or more to pay the costs of anv 


other or others, or give such directions as to costs as the justice «f | 


the case may require.” Still, Lord Justice Corron was re- 


title. At any rate, the circumstances were very different to those 
|in the present case, where the third parties had been in the pro- 
ceedings all the time, and an order might at any moment have 
been got turning them into defendants. Obviously the end of a 


judgment in the Court of Appeal is a somewhat late “‘ stage of the, 


proceedings ’’ for this purpose. 
I g 





Tue Extent of the powers given to mortgagees by Lord Cray- 
wortH’s Act (28 & 24 Vict. c. 145, s. 15), repealed by the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, came into question before Mr. Justice 
Nortu in Re Solomon and Meager’s Contract (reported elsewhere), 
| Since Hiatt v. Hillman (19 W. R. 694) it had been generally con- 
| sidered (though not without doubt, arising from the anomalous 
| nature of the power) that a mortgagee by sub-demise or for a term 
| could, under section 15 of the former Act, assign the reversion or 
| convey the fee simple respectively without the concurrence of the 
| mortgagor. Mr. Justice Norru, while declining to place a general 
| construction upon the above section, held that the words ‘‘ a power 
by deed to convey or assign to and vest in the purchaser the pro- 
| perty sold for all the estate and interest therein which the person 
| creating the charge had power to dispose of,” gave an equitable 
| mortgagee, by deed executed in 1879, power to convey to a pur- 
chaser all the estate vested in the mortgagor at the date of the 
|execution of the deed, when there was no question upon the 
ititle to the property, except as to the proper parties to 
| execute the conveyance. It seems clear that the words of the 
| section, since they are capable of the construction placed upon 
them by Mr. Justice Norrn, are also capable of the wider 
| construction given above; and though such a power might be 
extremely convenient in certain cases, yet the difficulties which 
|might arise as between successive incumbrancers and other- 
| wise appear to justify the substitution of the more limited power 
| given by section 21 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881 (as construed 
lin Re Howe's and Hodson's Contract, 35 Ch. D. 668). A question 
| which was discussed in these columns at the date of the passing 
‘of the Conveyancing Act, 1881—namely, whether section 71 (2) 
| of that Act is effectual to preserve to persons who have executed 
instruments in reliance upon statutes repealed by that Act the 
| powers implied in such instruments by those statutes—was decided 
|in the affirmative; thus confirming the view taken by us of the 
sub-section. 





Tue case of The Queen v. Judge of County Courts of Cheshire 
and Stafford, which came before the Divisional Court on the 19th 
| inst., merits come notice. The facts were briefly as follows :—In 


Inctant to grant the order until the quotation of his own dictum | a divorce cause, instituted by a husband against his wife and a ¢o- 
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respondent, a decree was obtained by the husband, and the costs 
payable to him were taxed at £167, in respect of which sum he 
procured a judgment summons in the county court against the co- 
respondent. The county court judge, being of opinion that the 
evidence of means before him indicated that the judgment debtor 
was only earning the wages of a labourer, and that the costs in- 
curred in the Divorce Court were excessive, made an order for 
payment of the sum claimed by instalments of 2s. a month, or 6d. 
a week. A rule was thereupon obtained by the judgment creditor 
calling upon the county court judge to shew cause why he should 
not hear and determine the judgment summons. In support of the 
rule it was urged that there was evidence before the judge that the 
judgment debtor earned 34s. a week, and that his Honour had made 
the order objected to because he was indignant at the large amount 
of the taxed costs sought to be recovered. On the other hand, it 
was alleged by the learned county court judge, in shewing cause 
against the rule, that the sole evidence of means before him, on 
which he based his decision, was that the judgment debtor only 
earned the wages of a labourer. The Divisional Court (Htppieston, 
B., and Mantsry, J.), without calling upon counsel to support the 
rule, made it absolute, Huppreston, B., stating that ‘the best of 
them might err, particularly when it was a question of indigna- 
tion.”” Now, whatever we may think of the county court judge’s 
action, it seems desirable to point out that, assuming the facts 
to be as above stated, it is somewhat doubtful whether the 
decision of the Divisional Court is in accordance with previous 
cases, according to which it is submitted that a rule in the nature 
of a mandamus is obtainable only where the county court judge or 
other officer has refused to exercise the jurisdiction vested in him 
by Act of Parliament: Fx parte Milner (15 Jur. 1037), Morgan v. 
Rees (6 Q. B. D. 508), Clifton v. Furley (7 H. & N. 783). In the 
ease under consideration, however, there was no evidence of any 
such refusal on the part of the learned judge, though the view 
he took of the evidence of means may have been erroneous. 
But the fact that a county court judge has, in the opinion of the 
Divisional Court, not heard a case in a satisfactory way, is no 
reason for directing him to re-hear the case provided he did not, in 
the first instance, actually decline jurisdiction (per Bramwett, 
LJ., in Morgan v. Rees, 6 Q. B. D., at p. 518). 





We REALLY HOPE that it is not too late for the lady who had two 
sets of banns published in the same church, and the vicar who 
opined that she would be able to elect between the two aspirants 
to her hand (ante, p. 209), to pause and reflect. It would appear 
that in our qualified approval of the vicar’s opinion we took an 
altogether too mundane and temporal view of the matter. Here 
is a learned correspondent, with a mind more attuned to ecclesias- 
tical considerations, who raises the question whether the Jady and 
the vicar have not committed a heinous ‘spiritual offence.” 
“ Surely,’”’ he says, ‘‘a precontract to another is an ecclesiastical 
impediment touching the second banns. Suits in the Ecclesiastical 
Court to enforce marriage by reason of a precontract were no doubt 
abolished expressly, in 1752, by Lord Harpwicxe’s Act, and again 
by 4 Geo. 4, c. 76, but when it is thus thrust on the parson’s 
notice, is he not bound ecclesiastically not to allow and aid parties 
to commit a spiritual offence?’ We grieve to say that we are 
unaccustomed to advise on spiritual matters, and we are unable to 
tay with any confidence whether the parties and the parson are 
spiritually responsible. But, looking at the matter again from our 
mundane point of view, it occurs to us to inquire whether, in case 
the two sets of banns were published at the same times, there may 
not be some difficulty in ascertaining with whom the “ pre-con- 
tract’? was? And why should it be assumed that the lady did 
not or will not elect to take the pre-contract swain? It appears 
to have been expressly decided that, as a precontract cannot 
be enforced, it does not create a disability to marry another 
person (Beachey v. Brown, E. B. & E. 796); but then, of course, 
this was the decision of a non-spiritual court. 


Tuere Exists a tendency to lose sight of the necessity for proofs 
in cases where, upon originating summons for the construction of 
a will, the question is adjourned into court. No doubt as a rule it 
is sufficient that the court should declare the principle of the con- 





struction, and in such a case the only evidence necessary for the 
guidance of the court isthe probate of the will. It sometimes, 
however, happens that the property dealt with by the will has, 
by devolution, arrived at the stage which necessitates the inter- 
pretation of the will, and in such a case it is necessary to prove 
the facts which have brought about the existing conditions. As 
an illustration of the increase of this tendency, it is sufficient to 
refer to a case which was before Mr. Justice Noxrm on the 18th 
inst. In this case the particular bequest was to four persons; 
three of whom being now dead, it became necessary to decide the 
rights of the children of those who died before the testator and of 
the one who died after the testator. In these circumstances, if 
the deaths of the three were proved, the court would be enabled 
to declare the rights of the children (if any) of those deceased, but 
the parties, without proving these deaths, asked for a declaration, 
founded not only on the unproved fact of these deaths, but ascrib- 
ing certain shares to persons by name who were one or two degrees 
removed from the original legatees. It ought to be understood 
that where the court is asked to make a declaration of title to per- 
sons nominatim the existence of those persons in the position they 
claim to hold must be proved, but where only a principle of con- 
struction has to be declared, only the evidence need be adduced 
which proves the state of facts on which the court is asked to 
adjudicate. 





A avestion of considerable interest was incidentally touched 
upon in the case of Re Wainwright, Wainwright v. Martineau, 
before Mr. Justice Norra on Monday. Counsel was apparently 
prepared to argue, were it necessary to do so for the purposes of the 
cate then before the court, that the memorandum of the Rule Com- 
mittee, dated the 24th of October, 1888, was of no effect, although 
it purported to suspend the operation of the then new rule as to 
the investment of cash under the control of the court. During the 
period while the rule referred to remained suspended, the trustees 
under the will before the court had invested large sums in 
securities authorized by the suspended rule and not authorized by 
the rule now in force. It was not necessary that the question 
should be argued ; because the investments made were specifically 
authorized by the will; the point as to the effect of the suspension 
of the rule being only referred to in the course of the case in 
attempts to illustrate what the views of the authorities were at 
certain times, It is corceivable that a specious argument might be 
founded on the theory tha: the authority making a rule, having, as 
in this case, the effect of an Act of Parliament, has an equal power 
to annul a rule, but not to suspend its operation. It would, how- 
ever, prove extremely inconvenient were the courts to listen to 
such an argument in reference to this suepension. Any trustees 
who may unfortunately have acted on the rule during the period 
of suspension would, in all probability, find but poor shelter 
beneath such protection as the argument would afford. 


Srcrion 56 of the County Courts Act, 1888, which regulates the 
ordinary jurisdiction of the county court, provides that “the court 
shall not have cognizance of any action of ejectment, or in which 
the title to any corporeal or incorporeal hereditaments, _— 
shall be in question.” In Zomkins and Wife v. Jones, which 
came before the Court of Appeal on Wednesday, it was held that 
the word ‘‘ hereditaments” in the above section was not used to 
describe the quantum of interest, but the thing itself which was 
the subject-matter of that interest, and that, therefore, leasehold 
property, equally with freehold property, was within the enact- 
ment. This decision is in accordunce with what was held in Chew 
v. Holroyd (8 Ex. 249). 








At the Oxford Assizes, before Lord Coleridge, in a case of Cornish v. The 
Accident Insurance Co., the jury returned the following verdict :—‘‘ We are 
of opinion that, in consequence of his lordship’s summing-up, we are com- 
pelled to find that the plaintiff lost his life by incurring obvious risk, but 
we are of opinion that he met his death by ordinary misadventure. 


The St. James's Gazette says that it is stated on good authority that the 
cost to the Zimes of the proceedings in the Special Commission has up 


| tothe present been £110,000. In comparison with this figure the ex- 


penses of the other side are relatively small. Sir Charles Russell is 
understood to receive £1,000 per week; but besides himself there are 
only two other members of the Bar who are paid large fees, 
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THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


Tur Queen’s Speech announces the Land Transfer Bill as one of 
the Government measures of the session, describing it, as usual, 
as a measure for ‘‘ cheapening the transfer of land.’”? As we said 
last week, the Bill is likely to excite more attention in the pro- 
fession at large than it received last year. A good many things 
have happened in the interval. Last year a scale of fees for land 
registry business was forwarded by the Lord Chancellor to the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society for consideration. The 
scale, as regarded absolute and qualified titles, followed generally 
that under the Remuneration Order, and, as regards possessory 
titles, having regard to the amount of work to be done in 
registering with such a title, the scale, although very low, did not 
appear to present any feature to which exception could, with any 
prespect of success, be taken, except the minimum fee for 
possessory registration. It was, we believe, generally suspected 
that the object of the scale was, not merely to prescribe the 
remuneration of solicitors for the present diminutive work of the 
Land Registry, but to furnish a foundation for arranging their 
future remuneration under any Land Transfer Act which might be 
passed. There was, however, we fancy, a notion that if solicitor’s 
fees were diminished in amount, they would be greatly increased 
in number after the passing of such an Act. The scale was duly 
issued, and no one doubted that, as regarded the particular 
business to which the scale related, solicitors would be left to earn 
the fees allowed. 

It now appears, however, that all this elaborate discussion and 
arrangement of fees was a solemn farce. The intention seems to 
be that, if possible, solicitors shall be prevented from earning any 
fees at the Land Registry Office, and to this end they are held up 
to the public in official notices, printed in extraordinary type 
and published in the Zimes, in the light of extortioners and 
wholly unnecessary for the transaction of business at the office. If 
anyone thinks that this is an exaggerated statement, let him read 
the extracts from the notice issued by the Land Registry Office 
which we reprint elsewhere. The notice is not signed Hats- 
pury, C., nor does it bear the name of any official, but it cannot 
have been issued without the sanction of the head of the office; and 
as it has appeared in the Times, it cannot be unknown to the Lord 
Chancellor, if, indeed, it did not receive his express sanction before 
it was issued. 

As we pointed out, immediately on its issue, the notice must 
necessarily be regarded as a prelude of the spirit in which 
Lord Hatssvry’s Bill, if it should ever become law, will be 
administered. The position of matters is therefore this: The 
attitude of solicitors in general hitherto on the Land Transfer Bill 
was very fairly expressed in the resolutions of the conference of 
the law societies last year. They regarded compulsory registration 
as neither necessary nor expedient, but at the same time they 
“‘ recognized” that the question was one of public policy, and they 
only sought, by judicious amendments, to render the crude pro- 
posals of the Bill more workable. We need hardly tell our readers 
that we protested strongly at the time against this attitude ; but that 
it existed there can be no doubt. How has this self-effacement 
and subordination of professional interest to wider considerations 
been rewarded? It seems to have produced the impression that 
solicitors as a body are conscious that they have no political in- 
fluence, and that they may therefore be safely disregarded. They 
have been shewn unmistakeably that if the Land Transfer Bill passes 
into law they will not be allowed, if it can be helped, to transact 
business at the registry offices—that the Bill is in truth a measure 
for transferring their remuneration to the Land Registry Office. 

This being s0, we think it is time for solicitors to adopt the 
opinion which Lord Hazsnory expressed at the Jubilee banquet 
with regard to “the canting view about men being absolutely 
regardless of their own interests,” and to take every means in 
their power to protect their interests by preventing a measure, 








the Bill has no real friends in either House, and we are convinced 
that if solicitors will use their influence in the direction indicated 
there is no fear of its passing into law. We would suggest, as a 
preliminary step, that a meeting of London and country solicitors 
should be summoned by the Incorporated Law Society as soon 
as practicable after the Bill is introduced. 








THE ALTERATIONS IN COUNTY COURT PRACTICE 
EFFECTED BY THE COUNTY COURT RULES, 1889. 
Z. 


Iv pursuance of the announcement recently made in these columns, 
it is now proposed to consider the amendments and new provisions 
contained in and effected by the County Court Rules, 1889. These 
rules annul the County Court Rules, 1886, though, as we have had 
occasion to point out on a previous page (anfe, p. 228), they 
reproduce most of them either in an amended shape or without 
alteration. They also contain altogether about twenty-four new 
rules. The Ist of February, 1889, is the date fixed for the coming 
into force of the County Court Rules, 1889. As the County Courts 
Act, 1888, provides (as did also the previous enactment on the 
same subject) that sll new county court rules shall be in force in 
every court “from a day to be named by the Lord Chancellor” 
(section 164), the commencement of the new rules is not prescribed 
by any rule, but the announcement on the subject is contained in 
the formal allowance of the rules by the Lord Chancellor, which is 
to be found at the very end of the rules, just before the Appendix 
of Forms. It seems to us to be a somewhat inconvenient place for 
the insertion of so important a provision, which one would not 
unreasonably expect to find immediately before Order I., where the 
short title and annulment of former rules are prescribed. We 
notice that the general rules framed under the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, open with their “short title and commencement,” so that 
there is nothing unreasonable in the criticism which we have 
ventured to make. ; : 
Having now disposed of these preliminary matters, it remains to 
consider the alterations effected by the County Court Rules, 1889, 
which, as previously stated (ante, p. 228), preserve the divisions 
and arrangement contained in the now obsolete County Court 
Rules, 1886. ; 
Order II. r. 1 (like the rule it replaces) provides for the appoint- 
ment by the judge of a deputy-registrar whenever the registrar or 
his lawful deputy is absent from the sitting of a court. Instead, 
however, of requiring—as did the old rule—an entry of the cause 
of such absence (if known) to be made on the court minutes, it 
requires an entry to be made of the cause of absence (when ascer- 
tained). This alteration in language would seem to indicate that 
in future the cause of absence, where not known, must be inquired 
tnto and discovered. By rule 32 of the same order (II.), in cases 
where the high bailiff is required, under the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, to hold the proceeds of an execution for fourteen days, he is 
now obliged to send notice of the levy, and of the amount realized 
thereunder, not only, as heretofore, to the execution creditor, but 
also ‘‘ to the registrar of the court from out of which the warrant of 
execution originally issued.” And, by rule 34, in cases of non- 
execution of a warrant or order of committal in a foreign district, 
the high bailiff of the foreign court is now required to send “‘ to 
the execution creditor” a copy of the return which now, as formerly, 
he is directed to make to the registrar of the home court. 
Order V. r. 7 repeats the old provision requiring a plaintiff who 
does not reside in England or Wales to give security for costs, 
except where the plaint is entered through a solicitor, in which 
case an undertaking by the latter to be responsible for the costs is 
to be deemed sufficient. It, however, also contains the following 
new provision—viz. :—“ If the plaintiff fail in or discontinue his 
action or proceeding, and do not pay the amount of costs ordered to 


which they have always declared to be unnecessary and inex- | be paid by him to the defendant, proceedings may be taken for the 
pedient, and which they have now ascertained is meant to put an| recovery of such amount from him, or from his solicitor if he has 
end to their intervention in land transfer work, from becoming | given the undertaking, as for the recovery of a judgment debt.” 


law. Remonstrance, argument, and interviews having failed to 
procure any material alterations in the scheme, it appears to 
us that other means should now be resorted to. The appeal 
must now be, not to the author of the Bill, but to the members 
of the Legislature. We venture to say that, apart from its author, 


By section 74 of the County Courts Act, 1888, by leave of the 
judge or registrar, an action or matter may be commenced in the 
court within the district of which the defendant or one of the 
defendants dwelt or carried on business, at any time within six 
calendar monthe next before the time of commencement, or, in the 
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court in the district of which the cause of action or claim wholly 
or in part arose. Rule 9 of Order V. of the new rules prescribes 
the practice where ‘he /eave required by this section has to be 
obtained. It no longer requires the application ‘‘ to be signed by 
the party applying,” as did the old rule, and, moreover, instead of 
roviding that the application shall be in writing, it requires that 
“it shall be made according to the forms in the Appendix, as the 
case may be.” Likewise the facts set forth in the application must 
now in all cases be ‘verified by the affidavit of the plaintiff, or of 
some person on his behalf who has knowledge of such facts,” 
whereas, formerly, verification by affidavit was required only 
where the applicant resided at a distance from the court. The 
order granting leave is no longer expressly directed to be ‘‘ accord- 
ing to the form in the Appendix,”’ as heretofore, but as a form of 
order is, in fact, given, it will, doubtless, in all cases be followed. 

By Order VI. r. 8 it is now provided that a defendant requiring 
further particulars must, ‘‘at any time not later than five clear 
days before the return day,” give notice to the plaintiff. Hitherto 
such notice must have been given by the defendant “‘ within three 
clear daye of his being served with the summons.” 

The words ‘‘ Subject to the provisions of Order LI. r. 6, have 
been inserted at the commencement of Order VII. r. 9, which 
prescribes the mode of service of an ordinary summons. These 
additional words do not, however, make any difference in practice, 
as the rule referred to, which provides for substituted service in 
lieu of service, is identical in all respects with the previously- 
existing rule on the subject. 

With regard to the service of default summonses, it is now pro- 
vided, by Order VII. r. 29, that they shall be personally served 
“within a period of ¢welve months from their date,” instead of 
within siz months, as heretofore. The period of applying for 
successive summonses, and the duration of the latter when issued, 
has consequently also been increased from six months to twelve 
months (Order VII. r. 29). 

The following rule (29a) of Order VII., which relates to the 
service of a default summons on a firm, is absolutely new :— 
“ Where a default summons is issued against partners in the firm's 
name it shall be deemed to be sufficiently served on the firm if 
served personally on any one of the partners.” 

Rule 30 of Order VII. enables a default summons to be served 
in any district by ‘‘ a bail:ff of a court.” The old rule directed 
such service to be made by “the bailiff of the home court ’’—that 
is to say, by the bailiff of the court from which the summons 
originally issued. 

The time within which a default summons, if not returned to 
the registrar, shall be struck out of the plaint-book is extended 
from siz months to ¢welve months from the date of its issue by 
Order VII. r. 32; while rule 32 of the same order prescribes 
twelve months from the date of service of a default summons as 
the time within which judgment may be entered against a default- 
ing defendant, in lieu of to months, which was the previous limit. 
And, by rule 35 of Order VII., a default summons may be ex- 
changed, without fee, for an ordinary summons “ within twelve 
months of its issue,” instead of, as heretofore, “within two 
months.” 

Order LX. contains several provisions on the subject of payment 
of money into court which the old rules did not contain, and which 
must now be briefly examined. Inthe County Court Rules, 1886, 
there was no specific provision enabling payment into court to be 
made by a defendant, together with a denial of liability. It was, 
however, held in Harper v. Davis (19 Q. B. D. 170) that this 
privilege, which, according to a previous decision, was possessed by 
defendants in High Court actions (Berdan v. Greenwood, 3 Ex. D. 
251), must be taken to extend also to persons sued in the county 
courts. The County Court Rules, 1889, in prescribing the 
practice with regard to the payment of money into court, give full 
effect to the decision thus pronounced in Harper v. Davis (supra), 
and at the same time provide that every payment shall be taken to 
admit the claim or cause of action or complaint in respect of which 
the payment is made, wnless the defendant shall, at the time 
of paying the money into court, file with the registrar a 
notice, according to the form in the appendix, stating his 
mame and address, and further stating that, notwithstanding 
such payment, the defendant denies his liability; ‘but no such 
payment, with a denial of lability, shall be permitted in any action 
or counter-claim for libel or slander” (Order LX. r. 11 (1) and (2) ). 





Where, however, x defendant pays money into court at any time 
less than five clear diys before the return day, it is provided that 
he “‘ shall not be permitted, except by leave of the judge or registrar, 
to give a notice denying liabilitu at the time of such payment” (Order 
IX. r. 11 (3)). Moreover, “in any such case, if the plaintiff do 
not elect to accept tre money so paid in satisfaction, the plaintiff 
may proceed as if no such payment had been paid, and, unless the 
court shall otherwise order, shall be entitled to costs on such sum 
as he may racover, whether such sum be less than the sum paid into 
court or not” (1b). The County Court Rules, 1886, did not con- 
tain any provision of a similar character, though they did provide 
(as also do the new rules) that when a defendant delays the pay- 
ment into court to a period later than five clear days before the 
return day, the court may order him to pay any costs occasioned 
by the lateness of the payment into court. 

It is provided by Order IX. r. 12 that, where a plaintiff elects 
to accept the amount paid into court in satisfaction of his claim, 
and gives the notice prescribed, the action shall abate ‘‘ whether 
the same has been paid in in due time or not, or with or without a 
notice of denial of liability.” The words in italics are new. 

The following rule (17a) of Order IX , which provides that 
money paid into court with a denial of liability, and not accepted 
by the plaintiff in full satisfaction, shall he retained till after the 
trial and judgment, is new :—‘' Where a defendant pays into court 
a sum less than the amount claimed with a notice of denial of 
liability, and the plaintiff does not accept the same in full satisfac- 
tion, the money shall not be paid out until after the trial and 


judgment ; and if the plaintiff recovers less than the amount paid 


into court, the amount paid into court shall be applied, so far as is 
necessary, in satisfaction of the plaintiff’s claim, and the balance 
(if any) shall be paid to the defendant, unless the court otherwise 
orders. If the defendant succeeds, the whole amount shall be 
repaid to him, unless the judge otherwise orders.” 








THE INTERPRETATION OF THE MARRIED WOMEN’S 
PROPERTY ACT, 1882. 
III. 
LIABILITY OF MARRIED WOMEN IN CONTRACT AND TORT. 


Old law.—At common law a married woman was incapable of 
making any contract except as agent of her husband ; she herself 
could incur no liability. The only exceptions to this rule were when 
her husband was civilly dead, or when she was carrying on a trade 
apart from him by the custom of the City of London. By the 
Divorce Act of 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85), ss. 25, 26, a wife who is 
judicially separated from her husband can contract as a feme sole ; 
and so can a woman who has obtained a protection order (21 & 22 
Vict. c. 108, s. 6). A married woman can contract with her husband 
to live apart from him: Marshall v. Marshal/ (5 P. D. 19), and this 
power she possesses independently of the recent Act: Macgregor v. 
Macgregor (36 W. R. 470, 37 W. R. 45, 20 Q. B. D. 529, 21 Q. B. D. 
424). It depends upon the principle that, the woman being able to 
sue or be sued alone for a separation, divorce, or restitution of con- 
jugal rights, she must be able also to compromise suc’: a suit. And 
if she can compromise a suit after it has been commenced, it would 
be absurd to suppose that she cannot do so when it is merely 
threatened: Besant v. Wood (12 Ch. D. 605). The power of a 
married woman to contract as to her separate property has been 
recognized by the courts of equity ever since her right to possess 
separate estate has existed, and she was liable, or rather her separate 
estate was liable, to make good all contracts made by her with 
express reference to the separate estate, or which, from the nature of 
the contract itself, must be intended to be so referred: Wainford v. 
Heyl (23 W. R 849, 20 Eq. 321). But it was only the separate estate 
which she had at the time of entering into the contract that was 
liable upon it: Pike v. Fitzgibbon (29 W. R, 551, 17 Ch. D. 454). 

Present /aw.—The Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, has very 
much enlarged a married woman’s power of entering into contracts. 
As already stated, it has much increased the amount of her separate 
property, and it provides by section 1 (2) that a married woman can 
enter into and render herself liable in respect of and to the extent of 
her separate property on any contract; and (section 1 (4) ) that her 
contracts shall bind not only the separate property she is possessed 
of at the time of contracting, but also her separate property 
acquired thereafter; while any contract made by her is now to be 
deemed to be made with reference to her separate estate unless the 
contrary is shewn (section 1 (3) ). This new power of entering into 
contracts is still somewhat restricted, and a married woman be- 
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comes liable only to the extent of her separate proper'y, wal incurs | 


no personal liability : — tt v. Tar 4 WLR, 546, 11. B.D 
147). ‘‘ This section ’’—i.. ction 1—‘‘really impose 
on a married woman at “on ‘okie will luce the same 
was before the Act produced in equi sord Esher, M.R., tf 

Morley (36 W. R. 67, 20 Q. B. D., at p. If she has no 
annein property, or if she has only separate property whi 
restrained from anticipating. she still cann 
spear, Deakin v. 








result is 








Hurrison (ubi sup.), Myla v. Burton 14 L. R. Ir, 258), arr V 
Harrison (36 W. R. 748, 13 P. D. 180 

The result is that if a married woman has any separate property, 
which she is not restrained from anticipating, the time of con- 
tracting, her contract will bind it, and if the contract is made after 


of it and proceedings are taken 
separate ! } 


1882, and she commits a breach 
against her for the breach, any 


time when judgment is recovered against her, will be liable for the 
breach, but that is all. If the contract was made before 1883 it does 
not bind after-acquired property, even since the Act of 1882 
has been renewed since the Act came into operation, so as to become 
in fact a new contract: Conolan v. Le,lind (27 C D. 632), Zurn 
lel v. Forman (33 W R. 768, 15 Q. B. D. 234), overruling Burs: 
v. Tanner (32 W. R. 627, 13 Q. B. D. 691). 

The Act of 1882 does not ens able &@ married woman by 
contract, entered into when she has no separate property existing, to 
bind any possible contingent separate property: le Sh /espear (33 
W. R. 744, 30 Ch. D. 169), approved by the Court 


as a divisional court: Pu//iser v. Gurn a WW. R 3 760, 19 Q. B.D. 
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519). This is, no doubt, the correct interpretation of the Act, but a 
curious result seems to follow from it, for if a person who is about 
to contract with » married woman who has no separate property were 
to give her no matter how small a sum immediately before completing 
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the contract, he would then be able to shew that she had some separat« 





property at the date of the contract, and she, having thus gained t] 
capacity to co tract, would be liabl to sth » extent of any property she 
might acquire during the covertur 

It is to be noticed that itis only pro] y juired during the 
coverture that is bound by the contract, and not p1 rtv the title to 
which accrues after the coverture has come to an end; for ‘th 
words of the Act apply to married men, and not to widows, and 
apply only to all separate property y i l 1, and not 
widows, may ore acquire ”’ r Wills, J., in Be v. T ? 
(36 W. R. 158, 19 Q. B. D. 7), see also Re P } W. KR. 520, 28 
Ch. D. 709 ~ teers property is a creature of the statute, and 
what a widow may acquire is her own property apart fi rT 
statute, and does not come within the de lefiniti yn of separate propert 
at all. 

Creditors have no charge on ti eparate property of a married 
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woman simply because the statute makes it liable for the payment 
of her debts ; and an injunction will not granted to restrain the 


woman from alienating it before the creditor has obtained judgment : 
Nationa! Provincial Ban of EF vV 7 a7 W. Rh, LOls, 
Robinson v. Pickering (29 W. R. 335, 16 Ch. D. 6 


‘** Contracting ” includes the acceptance by a married woman of a 
trust, or of the office of executrix or administratrix, and her husband 
is not liable in respect of a breach of trust or devastavit committed 


by her unless he has intermeddled with the trust (section 24), The 


husband need no longer join in an administration bond: Jn the G 
of Ayres (31 W. R. 660, 8 P. D. 168), 
Statute of Limitations.—The analogy of the Statute of Limitations 


is applicable to the contracts and obligations of a married woman in 
respect of her separate estate, even in the case of a woman married 
before 1883: Re Lady Hastings, Hallett v. Mastings 3 W. R 
584, 35 Ch. D, 94 have overruled // v William 
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son (28 W. R, 944, 15 Ch. D. 87) 


Sir James Bacon sthe World of friends on th 
12th inst. to celebrate his ninety-first birthday. 

At the Norwich Assizes, before Mr. Justice Field, George Brock, solici- 
tor, was indicted for obtaining by false pretenc fron: Herbert Wiseman 
the sum of £25 at Norwich on the 15th of October, 1885, and the further 
sum of £25 on December 24, 1885, withintent to defraud. ‘Th 
had borrowed £550 on mortgage from a Mr. Curl, the prisoner activg as 
solicitor in the transaction for b 1ortgagor and mortgagee. Ont 
days in question the prisoner had obtained from the prosecutor the sums 








mentioned in the indictment, by representing to him that unless they wrt 

paid in reduction of the det rt Mr. Curl rdered him to foreclose t 

mortgage. The prosecutor, believin; 1 the tw ms of £25, 
which the prisoner appropri oO p Mr. Curl } 
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never authorized him to call in the mone y. For the defence, it wa 
that the money had been paid in = uance of an arrangement madea 
time of the mortgage—that tho should be reduced by 
The jury convicted the > arab aa he was s rced to 
months’ imprisonment, with hard labour. 
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costs which a solicitor is authorized to charge for 


; 4 , oe See ee” | aaremstered land. 
/ ‘in (33 W. R. 744, ’ Ch, D. 169), Draycott v. 
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‘‘NO SOLICITOR NEED APPLY.” 
WE reprint below the portions of the notice recently issued by the 
Land Registry Office relating to the employment of solicitors and 
their costs :— 
‘* The fees now charged are fixed at about one-fifth of the scale of 
conveyancing with 


Proprietors may easily conduct their transfer business in person, 

Where a registered estate is sold or mortgaged as a whole, there is 
no reason whatever why the transfer or charge should not be com- 
pleted, by the parties themselves, in a quarter of an hour. 
SrEcIMENS (for purposes of comparison) of the Costs of SALzEs and 
MorrGaGeEs of REGISTERED and UNREGISTERED LAND, 
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Thi J MEATS, RDI t3, AND PRACTICE O HE SUPREM ( tT, 
i LY IN RESPECT To ACTIONS ASSIGNED ) te CHANCERY 
DIVISION By L. L. PEMBERTON, one of the Registrars of the 


. , 
Supreme Court t of Judi Fourtu EDIrion. Stevens & 


Hayn S. 

Several years have el upsed 
of ‘‘Seton on Decrees,’”’ and Mr. 
present work was published in 1882. 
year and the present time the subject-matter of this 
v 


rature, 


since the completion of the last edition 
Pemberton’s third edition of the 

In the interval between that 
handsome 


jlume has been —* cted at many points, and many important 
changes of practice » been introduced by the Rules of 1883, and 
subsequent Rules, . W el as by numerous Acts of Parliament and 
judicial decisions. Under these circumst the profession have 





especial reason to be grateful when an author whose official positir mn 
renders him peculiarly well qualified for the work applies his know- 
ledge and experience to the laborious task of bringing a book of 
practice up to date. Moreover, Mr. Pemberton has had the valuable 
aid of two of his colleagues, Messrs. Carrington ond Lavie, in the 
preparation of the present edition. 

The we sn is ge Jed into sixteen chapters. Cha ipters 1 and 2 con- 





sist of a reprint of the Rules of the Supreme Court, with tes and 
forms; « vent . 3-16 supply notes and forms under the several heads 
of the ror 11 Jurisdiction of the Court; and em ter 16 deals with 
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work whose value must consist in the accuracy of the mass of detailed 
information which is here given by Mr. Pemberton, and to which 
nothing but the tests of time and use can apply adequate criticism. 
We must, however, observe that our examination of his pages has 
disclosed a considerable number of misprints and slips in details such 
as we think ought not to have escaped revision, in spite of the 


difficulty, which no one who has been concerned in the production of | 


a law book is jikely to underrate, of guarding against such defects. 
For example, on p. 19 the Rule (R. 8. C., XL, 4), as printed, is made 


to require an affidavit that ‘‘in the belief of the def ndant the plaintiff | 


has a good cause of action”; and the note to the same rule speaks of 
novel proceedings described as ‘‘ applications for leave to issue a writ 
out of the jurisdiction.” On p. 98 we are informed that ‘‘ admissions 
between co-defendants to which the plaintiff is not a party cannot be 
entered as evidence against them”; on p. 307, that since the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, ‘‘a married woman, «a/though 
having separate estate, cannot be required to give security for costs,” 
and two or three lines below the omission of the words ‘is a party ”’ 
makes havoc in the terms of the Rule referred to. 

The cases appear to be in general carefully noted, with a few ex- 
ceptions, such as that of the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Palliser v. Gurney (19 Q. B. D. 519), which is important as confirming 
the opinion of Pearson, J., in Re Shakespear (30 Ch. D. 169) duly 
noted by Mr. Pemberton on p. 318. 

Mr. Pemberton’s preface is dated January 1, 188%, and he may 


SD SS —————— 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
DEEDS OF ARRANGEMENT ACT, 1887—EX PARTE MILNE, 
[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I should liketo call the attentionof the profession through your 
columns to the decision in this case, reported in 37 W. R. 303, the 
effect of which is to invalidate a deed of assignment or composition 
if executed by a creditor a/ter registration. 

This seems a serious proposition, and one which is likely to affect 
numerous transactions. In the majority of cases it is generally 
impracticable, if not impossible, to obtain execution by all the 
creditors before registration, and the question, therefore, arises how a 
debtor can avail himself of the provisions of the Act. I believe the 
practice has been to obtain as many signatures before registration as 
possible, and the remainder afterwards. But now some other plan 
will have to be adopted. 

I should be glad if any of vour readers could suggest a way of 
obviating the inconveniences of the above decision, which appears to 
be another illustration of the inability of our legislators to pass a 
workable and business-like Act. Gro. Kirk. 

la, Paternoster-row, London, E.C., Jan. 20, 


[Our correspondent will find a suggestion by a high authority on 
| the subject under the head ‘‘ Current Topics.””—Eb, 3, J.] 


be excused for the omission in his text of any reference to | 


several important statutes which did not receive the Royal Assent 
until the 24th of December, 1888, among them being the Solicitors 
Act, the Trustee Act, the Oaths Act, the Patents, &c., Act, and the 
Land Charges, &c., Act. The last-mentioned Act, it may be ob- 
served, destroys the proposition laid down by Mr. Pemberton at p. 
707, on the authority of Le Pope (17 Q. B. D. 743), that, as against 
a purchaser, registration is not required of an order appointing a re- 
ceiver by way of equitable execution. We are, however, somewhat 
surprised to find no list of addenda referring to these statutes. On 


the whole, our conclusion is that Mr. Pemberton’s volume will be | 


found a valuable supplement to the more venerable authority of 
“Seton,” but we cannot say that, in our opinion, it is likely to sup- 
plant that excellent friend of practitioners in the Chancery 
Division. 


THE COUNTY COURTS ACT, 1888, 


THE CounTY Courts Acv, 1588, wirn EXPLANATORY NoTES AND 
CASES AND APPENDICES ANNOTATED WITH CROSS-REFERENCES TO 
THE Principat Act. By C, E. Lioyn, B.A4., Barrister-at-Law. 
Knight & Co, 


Mr. Lloyd first prints the new Act straight through with full notes 


between the sections, and then a series of enactments (of which those | 


taken from the Bankruptcy Act, Court of Probate Acts, Debtors Act, 

and Judicature Act are the most important) by which special jurisdic- 

tion is conferred on county courts. The effect of the amendments is 

(with the exception of that called for by Friend v. Shaw (36 W. R. 
» 


236, 20 Q. B. D. 374) and effected by section 138) neatly explained, 


and the cases are given with references to all the current reports. | 


Marginal notes shew the sources of the various sections, and an initial 
“Table of Consolidated Acts” traces the fate of each enactment 
from 1846 downwards. The index is very good, and as regards the 
Act Mr, Lloyd’s book will, as a guide to county court practitioners, 
be very good indeed. Of course the work, which was issued last 
year, appears without the County Court Rules of 1889, 


MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS. 


Tue Encuisn MvunicirpaAn CopE: BEING THE MunIcipan Cor- 
PORATIONS Act, 1882, wirm HIsToricaL INTRODUCTION, NOTEs, 
CoMMENTS, AND REFERENCES; THE GENERAL ORDERS OF THE 
JUDGES UNDER THE CorRuP?r PRACTICES (MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS) 
AcT, AND ALSO UNDER THIS ACT; A STATISTICAL APPENDIX AND 
A COMPREHENSIVE INDEX. THIRD EDITION (WITH FURTHER 
NorEs AND COMMENTS), AND INCLUDING THE SraTUTES PAssED 
AND CAsES REPORTED FROM 1882 TO 1888 WIIICH AFFECT 
MunicipaL Corporations. By Sir J. R. Somers Vine, F.RS 
Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


The effect of this book is giveu so fully in the above title-page 
that we need not say much about it. The notes are full and the 
comments clear; there is a good ‘ time-table,” and list of municipal 
cities and boroughs, and an eight column index. Minute special in- 
formation is also supplied as to the constitution of the cinque ports, 
and of the names of the boroughs which have stipendiary magistrates. 


On the vexed question whether women can be councillors the avthor 
18 unfortunately silent—perhaps because he thinks the point too 


clear to say anything about. 





| ——- 
THE ANTI-SOLICITOR NOTICE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


| 

| 

| Sir,—Your correspondent of to-day, ‘‘ A Solicitor,” has, it seems to 

| me, very properly drawn attention to one effective means of bringing 

| pressure to bear on the persons at present engaged in attempting to 
put an end to the solicitor branch of the profession. Cannot you 

| further his suggestions by calling on the Incorporated Law Society 

to take means for testing the opinion of the profession as to such 

suggestions’ If the ‘‘ powers that be” could receive an authorita- 

| tive intimation that the political influence of the profession would be 
used against them at the next election, it is likely the land transfer 
proposals would take another form. ) 

Manchester. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—I feel sure that every solicitor will read with amazement and 

disgust the note as to the new scale at the Land Registry. 

Every solicitor should use his utmost endeavours to get the note 
| cancelled, and in the meantime let committees be formed consist- 
ling of solicitors who will devote their time and energies towards 
defeating the Land Transfer Bill. 

London, Feb. 15, 


OncE A CONSERVATIVE. 








CASES OF THE WEEK.* 


| Court of Appeal, 
| TOMKINS AND WIFE v. JONES—No. 1, 20th February. 
Pracrice—Certiorari—Removine Acrion rrom Country Covrr—Covunrty 
| Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. vc. 43), s. 56—** HereprraMent.”’ 
This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Lord Cole- 
ridge, C.J., and Hawkins, J.) directing a writ of certiorari to issue for the 
| removal of the action from the City of London Court to the High Court. 
Cane action was brought in the City of London Court upon an agreement 
between the plaintiffs and defendant, by which it was agreed that, in con- 
| sideration of the assignment by the plaintiffs to the defendant of certain 
| property, the defendant should pay the plaintiffs an annuity of £100, pay- 
| able quarterly. The plaintiffs now claimed two quarters of this instal- 
| ment which were in arrear. The defendant in his statement of defence 
set up that the assignment of the property was a condition precedent to 
the payment of the annuity, and that tte title of the plaintiffs to assign 
the property was in question. He then applied for a certiorari to remove 
the action into the High Court on the ground that, under section 56 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, the City of London Court had no jurisdiction. 
That section provides that a county court shall not have cognizance of any 
case in which the title to corporeal or incorporeal hereditaments should be 
in question. The master granted the application, and his decision was 
| reversed by Mathew, J., and restored by the Divisional Court. The 
| plaintiffs appealed, contending that as the property in question consisted 
| of leaseholds it was not a hereditament within the meaning of the section. 
| Tuer Court (Lord Esuer, M R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed 
| the appeal. Lord Esugx, M.R., said that the meaning of ‘‘ corporeal or 


' 
} 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


incorporeal hereditaments’? in the section clearly included land. The 
| title to land was in question here, and therefore the City of London Court 


* These cases are specially reported for the Soricrrors’ JouRNAL by barristers 
appointed in the diftcrent courts, 
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could not entertain the action. Bowkrn, L.J., said that the words were 
not used in the section to describe the quantum of interest, but the thing 
which was the subject-matter of that interest, which was the land. It 
was plain from the section that the question of the right to the possession 
of land was excluded from the jurisdiction of county courts since actions 
of ejectment were excluded. It would be unintelligible if the title to 
freehold alone were excluded by the section. Fry, L.J., concurred.— 
CounseL, Pym Yeatman; Joseph Walton. Soxtcitors, D. E. Chandler ; 
Burn § Berridge, for Ramsden, Sykes, & Ramsden, Huddersfield. 


CLERICAL, MEDICAL, AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY v. 
CARTER—No. 1, 16th February. 


Incomzg Tax—Interest—Prorits anp Gatns—Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 &6 
Vicr. c. 35), s. 102—Income Tax Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 34), s. 2, 
SCHEDULE D, 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Manisty and 
Charles, JJ.), reported 37 W. R. 124, 21 Q. B. D. 339. The Clerical, 
Medical, and General Life Assurance Society appealed to the Commis- 
sioners for General Purposes of Income Tax against an assessment under 
schedule D. of 16 & 17 Vict. c. 34 in the sum of £2,000 in respect of in- 
terest arising from securities belonging to the society on which the tax 
had not been deducted at its source and which had not been otherwise 
specifically charged. The society carries on the business of life insurance 
aud derives a large portion of its income from interest on investments. 
This interest is brought into the accounts of the society. The accounts 
for 1885—1886 shewed that after debiting expenses of management and 
other cutgoings there was an average net balance of profit of £74,250 12s. 7d. 
The society had, however, paid, by way of deductions at the source, income 
tax on £107,378 13s. 8d. in respect of interest derived from investments. 
They denied that the interest which had escaped taxation at its source 
amounted to £2,000, but admitted having received £165 in respect of in- 
terest on investments from which income tax had not been deducted. The 
commissioners reduced the assessment to the amount actually received, 
and at the request of the society stated a case for the opinion of the court. 
The Divisional Court held that the society were liable to pay income tax 
on the interest from which income tax had not been deducted, and the 
society appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esser, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esner, M.R., said, by Schedule D. of the Income Tax 
Act, 1853, income tax was payable (inter alia) for and in respect of all in- 
terest of money, annuities, and other annual profits and gains not charged 
by virtue of any of the other schedules of the Act. It had been suggested 
that this particular interest was not included in the interest in the 
schedule because it formed part of the profits and gains of the business. 
By section 1 of the Act of 1853 interest on money was dealt with as a 
distinct and separate subject-matter of taxation. There was no such pro- 
vision in the Income Tax Act of 1842. Reading the words, therefore, in 
their ordinary sense, and in the light of that section, this interest was clearly 
taxable. Bowen, L.J., concurred. Fry, L.J., said that it was clear that the 
words must be given their ordinary signification. It was immaterial what 
was done with the money when it had been received. ‘‘ Profits and gains”’ 
meant the profits and gains of investments, and not of the trade of which 
the investments might form part. The Act created a plain charge or 
interest, and it was one which this particular interest could not escape.— 
Counsgi, Finlay, Q.C., and A. 7, Lawrence ; Sir E. Clarke, 8.G.,and A. V. 
Dicey. Soxricrrors, Montagu Turner ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


GREAT BRITAIN 100 Al STEAMSHIP INSURANCE ASSOCIATION » WYLLIE 
AND OTHERS—No. 1, 15th February. 


Mvtvat Marine Insurance Associratlon—AcTION ror CoNnTRIBUTIONS— 
Poutcy Errgcrep By MANAGING OwNERS—LIABILITY OF OTHER OWNERS— 
Poutcy 1n Luoyp’s Form. 


This was an appeal by the defendants from a judgment of Day, J., 
sitting without a jury. The plaintiffs were a mutual marine insurance 
association limited by guarantee ; the defendants were part owners of the 
steamship Orchis. The action was brought to recover the sum of £63, 
alleged to be due in respect of calls or contributions in the nature of 

remiums. The Orchis was insured with the association by Messrs. 

ornstedt & Garthorne, owners of forty-eight shares in the ship, who 
were at the time managers of the ship, and were authorized by the other 
owners to insure with clubs. The policy, which was for £1,000 for a year 
from the 20th of February, 1886, was expressed to be effected by Messrs. 
Hornstedt & Garthorne, ‘‘ as well in their own names as for and in the name 
and names of all and every other person or persons to whom the same 
doth, may, or shall appertain.” And the consideration due to the 
assurers for the insurance was etated to be ‘‘ the contributions to be paid 
from time to time by the assured for losses and averages on other 
steamships mutually insured in the association and other costs and 
charges of the association at the rates per cent. to be determined by the 
committee.’’ The object for which the association was established was 
declared in its memorandum of association to be ‘the insurance of 
steamships belonging to members of the association, or in which members 
of the association are interested or have shares.” By the articles of 
association, ‘‘ Every person shall be deemed to have become a member of 
the association who insures any ship or share in a ship in pursuance of the 
regulations.” The articles of association also provided for the keeping 
of a list of the members. The defendants were not registered as 
members. By the rules of the association members were liable to the 
payment of contributions in the nature of premiums. Day, J., was of 
opinion that the defendants were liable under the policy, and gave 
judgment for the plaintiffs. It was now argued on behalf of the ap- 








llants that they were not, in fact, members of the association, and that 

ornstedt & Garthorne had no authority to make them members 80 as 
to render them liable to the payment of contributions. The case of 
United Kingdom Mutual Steamship Assurance Association v. Nevill (35 W. R. 
746, 19 Q. B. D. 110) was an authority to shew that in the case of a 
mutual association of this kind only members were liable to the payment 
of contributions. It was true the form of the policy in that case was 
different from the form of the policy in the present case. But here there 
was no express contract by the defendants to pay, as was held to be the 
case in Ocean Iron Steamship Insurance Association v. Leslie (57 L. T. N.S, 
722). : 

Tax Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. Lord Esnex, M.R., said it was admitted that Hornstedt and 
Garthorne had authority from the defendants to insure with clubs, and, 
therefore, of course they had authority to insure with this club. Did 
they, then, by the policy which they effected, bind the defendants to any- 
thing, and, if so, what? The memorandum and articles of association 
shewed that the object of the association was to insure steamships belong- 
ing to members of the association. It was said they could only enter into 
a contract of insurruce with persons whose names were given in the 
policy. But this policy was in the ordinary form of Lloyd 8 policy, 
beginning ‘as well in their own names as in the name” and on the 
behalf of all interested. It had always been held, where a policy began 
in that form, that the underwriter had contracted, not only with the per- 
sons named, but directly with the persops, whose names were uot given, 
but on whose behalf the policy was made. That being so, these persons 
were ‘the assured”; and the consideration for the insurance was ex- 
pressed to be the contributions to be paid ‘‘ by the assured.’’ Thus there 
Was an express contract by the defendants to pay these contributions. 
Then it was said that by the rules of the association such policies could 
only be entered into by members, and that the defendants not being on 
the register, the association had no power to contract with them. It was 
not necessary to determine whether, strictly speaking, they were mem- 
bers or not. It might be that, though not members in the sense of being 
liable to contribute to the expenses of the association, they were yet 
members for the purpose of insurance, and therefore liable to pay contri- 
butions in the nature of premiums. But whether they were members or 
not, it was clearly not ultra vires of the association to contract with them. 
As had been said by Mathew, J., in Leslie's case, “If you assume the 
object of the association to be to insure ships and to protect their owners, 
how is it possible to say it is ultra vires to stipulate that the owners shall 
be liable for the premiums on the ships insured with the association ? 
The argument is an impossible one.”” There was a necessary implication 
from the rules that the association had power to make policies for mutual 
insurance, and to contract with other persons that they should be liable 
for losses incurred. He thought that Nevill’s case was not in point, and 
he desired to adopt the instructive and admirable judgment of Mathew, 
J., in Lesle’s case. He was of opinion that the defendants were liable 
under this policy on their express undertaking, it being a contract not 
ultra vires of the association to make with them. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., 
concurred.—Covunset, J. G. Barnes, Q.C., and Joseph Walton ; Bucknill, 
Q.C., and Macrae. Soxicrrors, Wynne, Holme, § Wynne; Lowless § Co. 


Re PATRICK—No. 2, 20th February. 


Practice—Pronatge Diviston—Timr FoR APprBALING FROM QRDER OI 
Reaistrak—R. 8S. C., LIV., 12, 21; LXXL, 1. 


This was an appeal against the refusal of Butt, J., to entertain ar appeal 
from an order of the registrar of the Probate Division, granting admivis- 
tration to the goods of an intestate. Butt, J., refused to entertain the 
appeal, on the ground that it had not been made in time—that is, not 
within four days after the date of the registrar’s order. Order 54 provides 
by rule 12 that ‘‘in the Queen Bench Division a master, and in the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division a registrar, may transact all such business 
and exercise all such jurisdiction in respect of the same as, under the Acts 
or these rules, may be transacted or exercised by a judge at chambers,” 
with certain exceptions which it is not necessary to state. By rule 21, 
‘ Any person affected by any order or decision of a master may appeal 
therefrom to a judge at chambers. Such appeal shall be by way of in- 
dorsement on the summons by the master at the request of any party, or 
by notice in writing to attend before the judge without a fresh summons, 
within four days after the decision complained of, or such further time 
as may be allowed by a judge or master.’’ Order 71 provides that ‘‘ in 
the construction of the rules, unless there is anything in the context or 
subject repugnant thereto,’’ the word ‘‘ master’? means ‘‘a master of 
the Supreme Oourt of Judicature.” 

Tue Covrr affirmed the decision. Corron, L.J., said that the registrar 
had jurisdiction under rule 12 to deal withthe matter. Rule 21 did not 
specially mention a ‘‘ registrar,’’ but their lordships had ascertained by 
inquiry that it had been the practice in the Probate Division to treat the 
registrar as included in the rule, on the ground that under rule 12 he had 
to deal with the business in the same way as the masters of the Queen’s 
Bench Division. His lordship thought that the practice which had been 
thus established was very reasonable. If rule 2i did not apply, no Jimit 
of time was fixed by the rules for appealing from an order made by the 
registrar of the Probate Divison. Linpiey, L.J., said that a similar 
problem had had to be solved with reference to the time for moving in 
court to discharge orders made in chambers in the Chancery Division, and 
it was solved in Heatley v. Newton (19 Ch. D. 326) by analogy to the time 
fixed for appealing against orders made in court. His lordship thought 
that the present problem should also be solved by analogy, and that rule 
12 supplied the analogy. The registrar of the Probate Division made 


orders, not, as a chief clerk in the Chancery Division did, in the name 
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of the judge, but in his own name, just as a master of the Queen’s Bench 
Division did, and an appeal lay from his order to the judge. For the 
urposes of rule 21 the word ‘‘ master’ must be taken to include 
F registrar.” Lorgs, L.J. concurred.—CounsgL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
Cranstoun ; Inderwick,Q.C., and Lipscombe; E. Ford. Soxicrrors, S. 8. 
Seal; A. Woodroffe; G. B. Crook. 


CONCHA +, MURIETTA—No. 2, 15th February. 


ForzsicN Law—Evipence or Exprrt—Regrerencek To Foreign Cope— 
Power or Court 10 Loox aT Copr. 


In the course of the hearing of this appeal from a decision of Stirling, 
J., which involved various questions of foreign law, the question arose 
whether, that law being proved in the ordinary way by the evidence of 
experts (foreign advocates), the court was entitled to look at a foreign 
code which was referred to in the affidavits of the experts as containing 
an accurate statement of the foreign law. 

Tue Court (Corton, Linpiey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) held that the docu- 
ment thus (as it were) made an exhibit might be looked at. They said 
that if an expert witness called to prove forcign law stated that any text 
book, decision, code, or other legal document truly represented that law, 
the court was at liberty to regard the legal document to which the expert 
referred, not as evidence per se, but as part of the testimony of the wit- 
ness, and to deal with it, and give effect to it, as to any other part of the 
evidence of the expert.—Cowunsgi, Fischer, Q.C., Rigby, Q.C., and Stewart 
Smith ; Seward Brice, Q.C,, and Woodfall. Soxicrrors, Worthington Evans ; 
Ward, Miils, § Co. 


Re GORTON ; DOWSE v. GORTON—No. 2, 7th February. 


ADMINISTRATION OF AssETs—Bvustness or TesTaTor CARRIED ON BY Executors 
—Ricuts or Otp anp New Crepitoks AGAINST AssgTs. 


A question arose in this case as to the rights of the creditors of a testator 
in respect of his business to be paid out of the assets of the business, which 
had been, in accordance with directions contained in his will, carried on 
by his executors after his death. In doing so the executors had contracted 
debts, and the question arose, whe ther the business creditors of the testator 
at the time of his death were entitled to be paid out of the entire assets of 
the business as they stood at a period subsequent to his death, there being 
other creditors with whom the executors had contracted debts in carrying 
on the business. The testator died in 1883, and the action was brought in 
1887, by creditors of the testator, on behalf of themselves and his other 
creditors, against his executors, for the administration of his estate. 
Bristowe, V.C,, held that the creditors of the testator at the time of his 
death were entitled to be paid out of all the assets of the business as they 
stood at the date of the order, in priority to any claim of the executors for 
indemnity, and to any claim of the persons with whom the executors had 
contracted debts in carrying on the business. 

Tur Court (Corton, Linpiey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) reversed the decision, 
holding that the creditors of the testator at the time of his death were 
entitled to be paid in priority out of such of the assets of the business 
existing at the time of his death as still remained in specie, but that the 
executors were entitled, in priority to the testator’s creditors at the time 
of his death, to be indemnitied, out of such part of the assets as had been 
acquired by them since the testator’s death, against all debts and liabilities 
incurred by them in carrying on the business; and that the creditors of the 
executors in respect of those debts and liabilities were entitled to stand iu 
the place of the executors as regarded that right to indemnity. Corron, 
LJ., said that, when a business was carried on by the executors of a 
testator after his death, the persons who supplied goods tc the executors 
were in no way creditors of the testator, and could not make any claim 
against his executors as such. But they had a claim against the executors 
personally, as the persons on whose order the goods had been supplied 
And, if the executors were entitled to be indemnified out of the 
testator’s estate, the persons who had supplied the goods to them 
were entitled to stand in the place of the executors in enforcing 
that right of indemnity. The creditors of the testator who opposed this 
claim on the part of the creditors of the executors, and claimed priority 
over them, were really seeking to have the benefit of the goods which had been 
supplied to the executors for the purpose of the business without paying 
forthem. That could not be right. Of course, if the executors were in- 
debted to the testator’s estate, no such right of indemnity would arise, or, 
rather, the right would be subject to the making good by the executors of 
their default. Linpiey, L.J., said that the right of a creditor of the 
testator was to sue the executor at law and obtain judgment de bonis testa- 
tris, under which he could levy execution against the assets of the 
testator in the hands of the executors at the time of his death. But such 
a creditor had no right against after-acquired property. If the executor 
had so dealt with the assets as to increase them he could not put the in- 
creased value into his own pocket, neither could he hand it over to the 
legatees or next of kin so long as the debts of the testator were unpaid. 
The creditors of the testator could get atthe property acquired subse- 
quently to his death, but not on the same footing as they could get at assets 
of the testator existing at the time of his death. The testator’s creditors 
could get that after-acquired property only subject to the right of the 
executors to indemnity against the costs of acquiring that property. And 
this right of the executors to indemnity out of the subsequently -acquired 
property let in the rights of the creditors of the executors who had become 
such in the carrying on of the business. The right of a person who had 
dealt with the executor after the testator’s death was te sue the executor 
personally. In some exceptional cases, such as funeral expenses, such 
persons had a direct right to be paid out of the testator's essets, but, 
With those exceptious, the right of such persons was only to sue the 





executor pony. They had nothing to do with the assets of the testa- 
tor, and they could only get at them circuitously—through the executors’ 
right toindemnity. Out of that part of the estate which was in existence 
at the death of the testator his creditors were entitled to be paid first ; the 
executor had no right to an indemnity, except as regarded debts incurred 
by himself as executor. As against the assets acquired subsequently to 
the testator’s death, his creditors had no right, except subject to the 
executors’ right to an indemnity. Lorgrs, L.J., concurred —Counsrt, 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., 8. Hail, Q 0., and Staffurth ; Buckley, QC , and Hop- 
kinson ; Maberly. Soxicrrors, Horne § Birkett ; Rowcliffes, Rawle, § Co. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


STOKELL v. NIVIN.—Kay, J., 19th February, 


Srarute or Fraups, s. 4—‘‘Sicgngp ny THe Party To ne CHarcrp 
Tuerewitu ’—Sprcrric PgrrorMANCE—AGREEMENT SIGNED BY Party 
“ 
WHOSE NAME DOES NOT APPEAR ELSEWHERE IN THE DocuMENT. 


This was a point of law raised by the defendant to an action for sp2cific 
performance, and the question was whether there was a valid contract 
within the Statute of Frauds. The agreement stated that ‘‘[, William 
Stokell, agree to let’ certain brick works and machinery, with provisions 
for making bricks and payment of royalties by the tenant. The agreement 
was signed by W. Stokell and H. Nivin, but the latter’s name dia not 
appear in any other part of the document, and it was not stated that he 
was the tenant. 

Kay, J., said that Nivin had signed the document for some purpose, and 
on the fave of it he could have signed for no other purpose than as lessee. 
Prima facie he had signed as tenant aud no parol evidence was wauted to 
make out his liability No barm could arise from adopting that construc- 
tion, for if he had signed in any other character he could state thet as an 
auswer to the action. On the construction of the document there was a 
sufficient primd facie case to charge him, and the Statute of Frauds was not a 
defence to the action.—Counsr., Renshaw, Q.C., and Davenport ; Marten, 
Q.C , and R. E. Barker. Soutcrrors, Iliffe, Henley, § Sweet, for Mabane § 
Graham, South Shields ; Bell, Brodrick, § Gray. 


BLAKE v. SUMMERSLEY.—Kay, J., 15th February. 


Pracrice—ForgcLosuRE—No Procerpinc ror Ong Yerar—Notice or 
InTenTION TO ProcsED~-PROCBEDING AFTER JUDGMENT—R. S. C., LXIV., 
13. 


This was a motion for foreclosure absolute in default of payment in an 
action in which nothing had been done for more than a year, and the 
question was whether a month’s notice to the mortgagor was necessary. 
Judgment had been given on the 9th of April, 1884, for an account and 
payment within six months of the chief clerk’s certificate. The certificate 
was filed on the lst of August, 1884, and the six months expired on the Ist of 
February, 1885. It was argued that, as judgment had been pronounced 
in the action, the present motion was not a ‘‘ proceeding ’’ within ord. 64, 
r. 13; on the ground that proceeding meant a proceeding towards and 
not after judgment. 

Kay, J., said that anything that preceded a final judgment or order was 
a proceeding. The plaintiff must give a month’s notice to the defendant 
before moving for foreclosure absolute.—CounsgL, Swinfen Eady. Soict- 
Tors, Blake & Snow, 


Re SOLOMON’S CONTRACT—North, J., 7th February. 


Morrcacee—Power or Sate—Eaurraste Morreacer ny Derostr—Powsr 
to Convey Leoan Estare—Venpor AND Purcuaser—Loxp Cxran- 
wortn's Act (23 & 24 Vict. c. 145), ss. 11, 15. 


The question in this case was, whether an equitable mortgagee in fre of 
freeholds by deed (with an agreement by the mortgagor to execute a legal 
mortgage with power of sale, when called upon to do so), the mortgage 
having been given before the Conveyancing Act, 1881, when Lord Cran- 
worth’s Act was in force, could, on exercising the power of sale conferred 
on him by that Act, convey to the purchaser the legal estate in the 
property. Section 15 of Lord Cranworth’s Act provides that the person 
exercising the power of sale conferred by the Act ‘‘shall have power by 
deed to convey or assign to and vest in the purchaser the property sold, for 
all the estate and interest therein which the person who created the charge 
had power to dispose of, except that in the case of copyhold hereditaments 
the beneficial interest only shall be conveyed to and vested in the pur- 
chaser by such deed.’”? On a summons by a purchaser under the 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, raising no question on the title to the 
property, except as to the proper parties to the conveyance, 


Nortu, J., held that the mortgagee had power to convey the property 
to the purchaser for all the estate which was vested in the mortgagor at 
the time of the execution of the mortgage.—Counsgi, Bakewell ; T. B ett. 
Souicrrors, Wynne, Holme, § Wynne; Fishers § Reece. 


[It should be noted that, in Re Hodson and Howe's Contract (31 Souicttors’ 
JourRNAL, 478, 35 Ch. D. 668), the Court of Appeal held that, under secti»n 
21 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, which empowers the mortgas+« %» 
convey the property po | by him under the power conferred by section 19, 
‘for such estate and iaterest therein as is the subject of the mortgae,”’ 
the mortgagee could convey to the purchaser only such estate in the mort- 
gaged property as he himself had, and that consequently an equitable 
mortgagee could not convey the legal estate to a purchaser under the 
statutory power of sale. ] 
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Ex parte BAKER, Re POPLE—North, J., 15th I lary. } 





EstaT& PUR AUTRE vre—Svupposen Dratu or Cerstv1 R VIE—ORDER FOR 
Propuction — Farturg TO Propvce—Orprer ror ReMAINDERMAN TO | 
Enter—6 Anng, c. 18, 
This was an application for an order under the Act of 6 Anne, c. 18 | 

(c. 72 in the Statutes Revised), authorizing the applicants to enter on land 

to which they were entitled subject to a life estate t respondent, who | 

was the assignee of the life estate, } ie, failed to produce th 


vie in pursuance of an order made 1 
subject of this motion, had belonged in fe to William Pople, who died in 
1566, having by his will devised th pre »P rty to his gra idaught r, Mary 
Ann Tibbs, with an executory de vise over, in cise the granddaughter 
should die without le wing lawful inoue at the time of her decease, to 
George Baker and others, as tenants in common. The granddaughter 
married John Fowler. There was no issue of the marriage, and she had 
left her husband some years ago. Her life estate had been assigned to 
Abraham Fowler, and he had had px ssessic n of the property by his tenants 
down to the present time. John Fowler died in May, 1888. Of his wife 
very little was known. This was an ap pli ition by the persons entitled to 
the land, in case Mary Ann Fowler had died without leaving lawful issue 
at the time of her death, for an order authorizing them to enter on the 
land, and a declaration that Mary Ann Fowler was to be taken to be dead 
without issue. The notice of motion was served on Abraham Fowler. There 
was evidence that John Fowler had, before he died, said that his wife was 
dead. On the other hand, there was evidence on behalf of the respondent 
that she had been seen in Bristol in the autumn of 1887 and in February, 
1888. The Act gives power to any person who bas ‘‘ any claim or demand 
in or to any remainder, reversion, or expectancy in or to any estate after 
the death of any person within age, married woman, or any other person 
whatsoever,” to. apply to the Court of Chancery, on affidavit of cause of 
belief of the death of such person, and that his or her death i: concealed 
by his or her guardian, trustee, husband, or any ot er 


nder the Act. The property, the 














rson, once a year 
for an order for the production of the person be fn lead at some 
fixed place, and, in default of production at r named, to apply 





for an order for production in court or bi for 





default of production the Act provides that the person in question shall 
be taken to be dead, and that it shall be lawful for t1 reons entitled in 
remainder or reversion to enter upon the land ft , vie were 
actually dead. In the present case two orders had been made—one for 
the production of Mary Ann Fow t the parish rch door, the other 
for her production in court. Neither of t r hav been com- 
plied with, the present application was _m for leclaration that sh 
was to be taken to be dead, and it sho od I ; iwful for the applicants to 
enter upon the land. On behalf of ther ident it was contended that 
the applicants were not within the A t, “on. suse tl ey were not entitled in 


remainder simply on the determination of a life in st thi it t 
not sufficient evidence that Mary Ann Fowler was dead; th nat, ti ll it was 


shewn that she was d ad, it must be taken that she was alive; and that 
the respondent, having done his best to produce her, was entitled to 
continue in possession. 


Nortu, J., made the order asked for. He was of opinion that thé 
applicants came within the Act. Assuming that there were no issue of 


Mrs, Fowler living at her death, the applicants were, on the —— 
of her death, entitied to the land under the executory devise just as if the 


had been entitled i virtu 1c of a limitation in case of her death ina a 
event. The respondent had shewn tl he had done his best to produce 
Mary Ann Fowler. But the obligation lay upon him to shew that sl 
was alive, and that he had failed todo. If Mrs. Fowler were dead, ther 
was sufficient evidence that she had died leaving no lawful issue.— 
CounsEL, Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Germaine; Rawlins. SoxicrroRrs J 


§ Co. ; Bolton, R 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench | 


Jivision. 


THE QUE JUDGE OF COUNTY COURTS OF CHESHIRE AND STAFFORD 
— 20th February. 
Rv Le rEQqumiNG County Covrr Jupce ro Hear anp I MINE SUMMON 
A rule had been obtained calling upon the learned county court judge 
to shew cause why he should not hesr and determine a tummons. It 
appeared that a divorce suit was a stituted by one Mouthpiece agaiust his 


nted, and cost j 
: pe titioner applied 
for payment by inst = 
or 6d. a week. It 
afford carned 54s. a 

was that he only 


wife, and Stafford was a co-respondent. “ decree was { 
were taxed against the two resp a at £167, Ti 
by means of a county court summons for an order 
ments. His Honour made an order for 2s. a mot 
was said that there was evidence before him that 
week. On the other hand, it was said that t] 
earned the wages of a labourer. 

Hvppuzston, B., said there was no gentleman for whose character and 
judgment he had a greater respect than the learned county court judge, 
but sometimes the best of them mi ght err, particularly “when it was 











was a 


question of indignation. He was opinion that the rule should be made 
absolute. Manisry, J., Preto Rule made absolute accordingly.— 
CounseL, Lockins; E. H. Lloyd.—Morning Post a 


Solicitors’ Cases, 


Re SCOIT & BAKER—North, J., 19th February. 


. ; ) 1, ; 
Soricrrorn—Oosrs--Taxarion—Irems in CAsH AccouNT—PAYMENTS ond 





PockET—AGREEMENT with CL 


I TION—Sovicrrors’ 
REMUNERATION Act, 1881, 8—I 


ENT FoR RemMvunt 
2. 8. C., LXAV., 27, Scnervwt 

This was a summons by adie to review a taxation of costs. The 
bill related to business done by the solicitors in relation to the transfer of 
two mortgages and the obtaining of persons to take up the mortgages, 
[be solicitors had received the moneys advanced by the transferees of the 
yr, and in their cash account they had charged the items of 
and £10 10s. paid by them to valuers. The taxing master had 
irst t tems to £17, and had struck out the second en- 
charged the scale fees for ‘‘ negotiating’ the 
1 other ¢ I } charged a sum 
bonus for procurit 














mortgages, 
of £40 as an 
alleged agreem " th satisfaction of 
the taxing master, and he disallowed this 4 r. The solicitors 
carried in objections, and with regard to the payments to the valuers the 
taxing master said, in answer, ‘ Toons in cash account cannot be the sub. 


Ay 


cient was not 





| ject of an objectiov.’? And as to the £40 he said, ‘‘No sufficient evi. 


dence of an sgreement in writing. The agreement, h ad it been entered 
into, would, in my opinion, have been unfair. A scale fee for ne gotiating 
the loan was received by the solicitor in addition to the usual cha arges for 
the conveyancing work. 1» On the he iring of the summons some evid nce 
was adduced of the alleged agreement, which had not been before the 
taxing master. It was admitted tl Lat the solicitors could not be allowed 
both the agre ed commission and the ‘‘ negotiating’’ fee. As to the pay. 
ments out of pocket, it was urged th 1t such items in a cash account could 
not be disallowed on taxation uuless the solicitor had been guilty of 
negligence or improper conduct: Re Page (52 Beav. 487). Section 8 of 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, authorizes the making of an 
agreement between asolicitor and his client with respect to any business 
to which the Act relates, ‘‘ for the remuneration of the solicitor, either by 
& gross sum or by commission.’”’ But the agreement must be in writing, 
signed by the person to be bound thereby or his agent, and it is provided 
that ‘‘if, under any order for taxation of costs, such agreement being re- 
lied upon by the solicitor shall be objected to by the client as unfair or 
unreasonable, the taxing master may inquire into the facts and certify 
the same to the court; and if, upon such certificate, it shall appear to the 
court or judge that just cause has been shewn either for cancelling the 











1greement or for reducing the amount payable under the same, the court 
idge shall have powe r to order such cancellation or reduction.” 
"x RTH, J., aflirmed the taxation. He said that he could not assent to the 
view of the taxing master that ‘items in a cash account could not be th 
subject of an objection.” If the taxing master disallowed or altered i tems 


ition of the 
Whether the 
court could only 


ina cash account, the solicitor was entitled to call t atter 
taxing master to the matter, and to have it heard by him. 

item was in a cash account or in a costs account, the 
review what the ‘ta ixing master had done upon objectious taken in before 
him coupled with his answersto them. Tne gr d of decision stated by 
the taxing wee r was, the one. It was clear, how- 
ever, that ‘the ! he items, and there was no 
reason for reviewing hi there not being any question of prin- 











ciple. As to the £40 bonus for procuring th 1,1¢ was charged in addi- 
tion to the full scale fees for negotiating the mortgages. It was said that 
it was cl arg ate in pursuance of an agreement between the solicitor and 
the client under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act. The Act, however, 
referred to an the solicitor’s remuneration by way of a 








lump sum or « agreement alleged in the present case 
fixed a commission idition to the remuneration. In his lordship’s 
—_ n such an agreement did not come within the Act at all. And, if 
t did, an agreement in writing must be produced to the taxing master, 
who was then entitled to consider whether it was unfair or unreasonable. 
In the present case no written agreement had been produce at before the 
taxing master. A letter had since been found, which his lordship had 
admitted. But the arrangement referred to in that was not consistent 
with the agreement alleged by the solicitors, and there was really no 
written agreement at all. The taxing master had come to the conclusion 
that the charge of the bonus was unfair, aud his lordship thought that, 
even if there had been an agreement within the Act, it would be very 
unfair that the client should be charged with the bom: is in addition to all 
the other solicitor’s charges. Counsel had admitted at the bar that if the 
solicitors he ud the bonus they must drop their other charges. But that 
was not the view adopted before the taxing master. That admission of 
counsel was enough to shew that “sg bonus was an unfair charge.— 
CounseL, J. G. Butcher ; Cozen re Y.C., and Hatfield Greene. Sout 
cirons, Jontagu Scott § Baker; V. I. Cha herlain. 





* JOSePH DODDS (A SOLTCITOR)—V\., B. Div., 18th February. 
This was an fone vation on behalf of a lady named Mrs. Jane Meyncll 
against Mr. Joseph Dodds, solicitor, of Stockton. 
In delivering judgment Huppteston, B., said the solicitor had already 
been heard before the master. There was the report of the master, on 
» face of which it appeared that this was a most lamentable case. Here 
was an old lady, now seventy-six years of age, who had placed herself 
entirely in the hands of the solicitor, a g: ntleman whose position in society 
fully warranted her in placing that confidence in him, which, however, he 
had so basely violated. It was useless to attempt to disguise it; in plain 
truth he had embezzled about £13,800 of the lady’s money—that is £11,800 
on the supposed investments, besides the sum of £2,000 received on the 
cheque. It was only necessary to lo two or three of the cases as 
stated in the master’s report. [The learncd judge stated them.] In the 
cases of the investments mentioned in the list he had sent, it might have 
been expected that there would be the securities, ins tead of which in 
many instances there were only memoranda of his own. Thus, as to all 
these sums, amounting to £11,800, the solicitor had taken them aud 














tw 


Ss 2 eo 


omnmbpe’ ad on oft w’ 


ee ee oe. le 


te th afin wt, bn a ee ete ee dle 





Feb. 23, 1889. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


271 





= 





appropriated them to his own use, merely substituting for the securities 
memoranda of his own that he agreed to pay interest on these sums. He 
sought, indeed, to set up that Mrs, Meynell had given her consent or 
authority, but for this there was no pretence. It was manifest that if 
Mr. Dodds had the slightest expectation or notion of the consent 
of Mrs. Meynell he could have obtained it at any time—looking 
to the influence he had over her—in writing, and he never obtained 
such authority from her for so dealing with these large sums of 
money. It was only necessary, indeed, to look to his own letters to see 
that he had not the slightest pretence for this suggestion of authority. 
The letter of April, 1888, was, said his lordship, a distinct admission that 
he had embezzed these sums of money, and he spoke of “ reparation.” 
After those letters it was quite absurd to suggest any authority from the 
lady. He wrote to her that the securities were ‘‘ good,’’ whereas he had 
already sold them. Upon these facts and documents it was impossible to 
come to any other conclusion than that Mr. Dodds, in violation of his duty 
to his client, had embezzled these large sums of money. And then there 
was the case of the cheque for £2,000 which he had appropriated to his 
own use. Under these circumstances it was inevitable thet the court 
should order that Joseph Dodds be struck off the roll of solicitors. 
Manisty, J., concurred, observing that the documents in the case, and 
especially the solicitor’s own letters, put it beyond a doubt. There was 
his own list of “investments,’’ in which bis own name did not once 
appear as debtor, and yet, as to many of them, there were no securities 
forthcoming, but mere memoranda of his own as to paying interest. 
There was conclusive documentary evidence — as conclusive as could 
possibly be conceived—that in several instances the solicitor had em- 
bezzled these sums, and it was as clear a case of embezzlement as ever 
came before the court. Ordered that Joseph Dodds be struck off the 
+ we — Finlay, Q.C., and Faleke ; Hollams ; Myburgh, 
Q.0.— Times, 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ex parte POPE, Re PAXTON—Q. B. Div., 3lst January. 


Brut or Sare—Vaipiry—Livence to Seize—Covenants not Necessary 
yor PreEsERvaTIon or Security—Bu1ts or Sare Act, 1882, s. 7. 

This was an appeal by a bill of sale holder from an order of the county 
court judge, declaring a bill of sale given by the bankrupt to be void. 
The bill of sale in question recited that, in consideration of a previous 
advance of £200 by the mortgagee, and of the further sum of £150 now 
paid, the mortgagor assigned to the mortgagee the several chattels and 
things specifically described in the schedule, and it contained covenants, 
‘and the said mortgagor doth also agree with the said mortgagee that he 
will not, unless with the consent of the mortgagee, &c., remove, or suffer 
to be removed, any of the aforesaid chattels, &c., or do or suffer any act 
or thing whereby they may be prejudicially affected that it 
shall be lawful for the mortgagor at reasonable times to enter on the pre- 
mises to view, inspect, and take inventories of the chattels . . . that 
the mortgagor will keep them insured and will, immediately 
after each payment, deliver the receipt for premiums to the mortgagee 
. . . and that he will pay rates, taxes, and other impositions, &c. . . . 
and that he shall not suffer any distress to be levied and will 
produce receipts and will not do anything whereby he may 
become a bankrupt or have execution levied against the goods, but shall 
preserve and keep them whole, safe, and uninjured, reasonable use thereof 
excepted, so long as any money shall remain unpaid, &. . . . Pro- 
vided always that if the mortgagor make default in payment . . . or 
in the performance of any covenant or agreement herein contained and 
necessary for maintaining the security or shall become bank- 
rupt, or suffer the said goods, &c., to be distrained for rent, &c. . . . 
or shall fraudulently either remove or suffer the said goods to be removed 
. . . orshall, not without reasonable excuse, produce receipts ° 
or if execution shall have been levied against the goods then, or 
in any one of such cases, the said chattels shall be liable to seizure or to 
be taken in possession. . Provided always that the chattels and 
things hereby assigned shall be held and possessed by the said mortgagor 
without any let or hindrance from the said mortgagee until the same shall 
be taken possession of by the said mortgagee in consequence of the breach 
of any of the covenants herein contained, and that the same shall not be 
liable to seizure or to be taken possession of by the said mortgagee for 
any other cause than those specified in section 7 of the Bills of Sale Act, 
1878, Amendment Act, 1882.’’ The county court judge declared the bill 
of sale void on the application of the trustee in the bankruptcy, and from 
that order the bill of sale holder now appealed. 

Tue Court (Cave and Cuaruzs, JJ.) allowed the appeal. Cave, J., said 
that the first point taken against the bill of sale was one of fact—viz , that 
nodebt was due to the mortgagee from the mortgagors, and so that the con- 
sideration was not truly stated, but on the evidence it was clear that that ob- 
jection could not be sustained. Then it was said that there were a number of 
covenants in the document which related to events upon which the Act did 
notauthorize a seizure, and if the mortgagee had taken a power to seize when 
the Act said he should not seize the bill was void. It was said that the 
last proviso did that, which ran, ‘‘ Provided always that the chattels and 
things hereby assigned shall be held and possessed by the said mortgagor 
without any let or hindrance from the said mortgagee until the same shall 
be taken possession of by the said mortgagee in consequence of the breach 
of any of the covenants herein contained, and that the same shall not be 
liable to seizure or to be taken possession of by the said mortgagee for any 
other cause than those uted in section 7 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, 
Amendment Act, 1882.’’ It was impossible to read that without seeing 
that it did not give a power to seize for breach of any of the covenants 


| 





before set out, and which were not within section 7 of the Bills of Sale 
Act. No one could fail to understand the meaning of this proviso. Then 
it was said that if it did not give a licence to seize on breach of any of the 
covenants it was useless, and so the bill of sale was void, but it did not 
appear that it had ever been so decided. But it was also said that some 
of the covepants made the bill of sale void because they were not 
necessary for the preservation of the security. They were referred to the 
covenant whereby the mortgagor agreed that the goods should not be 
removed, and that he would not “ do or suffer any act or thing whereby 
they may be prejudicially affected,’’ but that was necessary for the pre- 
servation of the security. So also it was impossible to say that the other 
covenants which had been referred to, whereby the mortgagor agreed that 
he would ‘‘ not suffer any distress to be levied,’’ or ‘‘ do anything whereby 
he may become a bankrupt,’’ were such as made a bill of eale void 
Cuares, J., concurred, and said that it was argued that there were 
several covenants followed by a proviso authorizing seizure, and that there 
was another proviso which authorized seizure in cases other than those 
provided by the statute. But it did not appear that the proviso gave a 
general power to seize. In the case of Furber v. Cobb (17 Q. B.D. 459), 
which had been relied upon, there was express power to seize for breach of 
any of the covenants therein contained.—CovunsgL, Lankester ; Rt. T. Reid, 
QC., and Herbert Reed. Soutcrrors, Daniel Jones § Linnett, for Griff Jones 
§ Co., Aberystwith ; 17. R. Davis, Dolgelly. 


*,* Crowe v. Price.—In the report of this case (ante, p. 251) the sentence, 
‘*the defendant applied to be uppointed receiver,’’ should read, ‘ the 
plaintiff applied to be appointed receiver.”’ 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
WOLVERHAMPTON LAW ASSOCIATION, 


The annual general meeting of this association was held on the 28th 
ult., Mr, F. T. Langley (President) in the chair. 

The acting hon. secretary read the annual report of the committee, and 
the hon. treasurer read the financial statement for the past year, which 
were adopted. Mr. F. T. Langley was re-elected president, Mr. T. Dallow 
vice-president, Mr. E. B. Thorneycroft honorary treasurer, and Mr. E. T. 
Cresswell honorary secretary, for the year 1889. Messrs. Lawrences, A. B. 
Smith, A. Whitehouse, and R. A. Willcock were elected members of the 
committee. 

It was resolved: ‘‘ That the best thanks of the asgociation be given to 
the president, vice-president, committee, and hon. treasurer and secretary 
for their services during the past year.’’ The thanks of the meetivg were 
voted to the chairman for his conduct in the chair. 

The annual dinner of the society was held on the same day, and was 
attended by twenty-six members. The mayor, the county court judge, 
and the stipendiary were present as invited guests. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

The County Courts Act, 1888.—The committee have devted considerable 
attention to the County Courts Consolidation and Amendment Act. In 
concert with the Wolverhampton Chamber of Commerce they prepared a 
long schedule of suggested amendments which in their opinion would tend 
to improve the jurisdiction and procedure of the county courts. These 
amendments were sent to the Right Hon. H. H. Fowler, M.P., who 
brought them before the standing committee to whom the Bill was referred. 
Your committee desire to acknowledge their obligations to Mr. 
Fowler for the assistance he rendered them. While the committee are 
glad to find that not a few of their suggestions have been incorporated 
in the new Act, they regret to see that certain matters to which they 
attach considerable importance are not dealt with. More particularly may 
be noticed (1) the extension of Order XIV. procedure to county courts, and 
(2) greater facilities for service of summonses generally and particularly 
on partners or persons trading in a firm name. Should the new rules not 
deal with these matters your committee propose to endeavour to obtain 
some alteration in the present procedure on the lines of a closer assimila- 
tion to the practice in the High Court. 

The Incorporated Law Society.x—The Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom is proposing to make new regulations whereby members 
of the association can become members of that society on payment fof an 
annual subscription of 10s. or half the subscription hitherto payable. 
Your committee call special attention to this and trust that every member 
of this association who is not already a member of the Law Society will 
avail himself of the concession when it is carried out and so help to 
strengthen the hands of the society in the many matters they are called 
upon to deal with. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
STUDENTS’ PRACTICE, 

Gimson AND McLgan’s Strupent’s Practice or tue Oovurr. Fovurrs 
Epition. By the Avruors and Artuur WeLpon. Law Notes Office. 
Gibson and McLean’s Practice has now ceased to be a work on proceed- 

ings in all the divisions of the High Court, for in the present edition those 

chapters of the previous issues which dealt with the special practice of the 

Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division have been omitted, the authors’ 

aim being to now relegate these matters to other works produced by 

them. ey have, however, hardly succeeded in carrying out their new, 
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plan, for references occur here and there to these special matters—e.g., 
the indorsement of claimant’s character in a probate action, p. 83; special 
indorsements of claim in admiralty matters, pp. 102 and 103; while pp. 
177 and 178 describe the “‘ Preliminary Act,” which savours strongly of a 
matter peculiar to admiralty. The bulk of the work, however, has not 
been decreased by the partial excision of the last-mentioned procedure, 
and 426 pages, notwithstanding their good wide margins, seem far too 
many to p som to Queen’s Bench, Chancery, and county court practice, 
if three or four questions only continue to be given at the final under this 
branch. Surely the various times given to defendants at Shanghai, 
Calcutta, &c., for appearances are minutiw into which an examiner will 
hardly inquire. The work, however, deals exhaustively with the subject, 
and headings which have impressed us as very nicely handled are transfers 
of actions, bringing in third party, revocation of arbitrator’s appointment ; 
and a table of orders and judgments respectively appealable within 
twenty-one days and within a year is very useful. Important practice 
cases are plentifully referred to, and nearly every case decided on ord. 11 
and ord. 16, rr. 48—53, seems to be cited. The style of addressing the 
reader personally, sometimes as solicitor for the plaintiff and sometimes as 
that of the defendant, which is intended to arouse his personal interest 
and to make the work more palatable, gets tiresome, and would occasion- 
ally get confusing if the authors had not taken care to explain the ‘‘ you”’ 
very frequently ; so that if the authors do not wish to increase the size of 
any future editions they might effect some considerable saving by ceasing 
to adopt this feature. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Desatina Society.—Feb. 19.—-Mr. Douglas in the 
chair. The debate — ‘‘That it is desirable to grant Home Rule to 
India ’’—was opened by Mr. Ross Brown. He was supported by Messrs. 
Herbert Smith and Woodhouse, and opposed by Messrs. Wheeler, 
Knoth, Harcourt, jun., and T. H. Bower. Mr. Ross Brown replied, 
and on the motion being put to the society it was rejected by a very large 
majority. 








FRAUDULENT SOLICITORS. 


We are a to print the following letter which has been 
addressed by Mr. A. H. Hastie to the Secretary of the Incorporated Law 
Society :— 


‘** 65, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
‘* February 20, 1889. 
** Dear Sir,—I beg to give notice that at the April meeting of the Incor- 
— Law Society I shall ask the President how many solicitors have 
n struck off the roll, or suspended, in each of the ten years ending 
December 31, 1888, and that I shall at the same meeting move the follow- 
ing resolutions :— 

**(1) That in the opinion of this meeting the recent frauds and thefts of 
solicitors have greatly shaken public confidence in the profession. 

“(2) That a joint committee of members of the council and of other 
members of the society in equal numbers be now appointed to consider 
whether, by a system of mutual insurance or otherwise, any means can 
be adopted of restoring public confidence. 

** (3) That it is desirable that a Bill in Parliament should forthwith be 
put forward by the council providing that all solicitors hereafter to be 
admitted (other than clerks now in articles) shall give security in a sum of 
not less than £5,000. 

‘*I may add, as a personal suggestion of my own to the council, that I 
think it most desirable that, pending this necessary reform, a subscription 
list should be opened by our secretary for the purpose of indemnifying 
those who have suffered by the misdoings of solicitors. To such a fund I 
would willingly subscribe, for I think that the public have grave cause of 
discontent in that we have not long ago devised some system for their 
eecurity. **T am, Dear Sir, 


‘* Faithfully yours, 
‘E. W. Williamson, Esq.”’ *‘A. H. Hasrts. 





— 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Hanxy Epwarp Rosine, solicitor, of Southampton, died on the 
27th ult., from pneumonia, Mr. Robins was the son of Mr. Joseph 
Robins, solicitor, clerk to the county magistrates at Southampton, 
and to the South Stoneham Board of Guardians and Highway Board, 
aud was admitted a solicitor in 1873, when he went into partner- 
thip with his father, to whom he had been articled. He was clerk of the 
peace for the borough of Southampton, clerk to the Hound School Board, 
and solicitor to the St. Mary Extra School Bosrd. He was also deputy- 
registrar of the Southampton County Court (Circuit No. 51), and assistant 
clerk to the county magistrates and to the South Stoneham Board of 
Guardians. Heacted for many years as Liberal Registration Agent in the 
borough and county. 


Mr. Cuanres James Axnort, solicitor (of the firm of Abbott, Jenkins, & 
Abbott), of 8, New-inn, died at his residence, Rydens, Walton-on- 
Thames, on the 6th ult. Mr. Abbott was admitted a solicitor in 1841, and 

, had practised for forty-eight years at New-inn, where his firm has prac- 
tised for over 120 years. Mr. Abbott was a Perpetual Commissioner for 
the county of Middlesex and the cities of London and Westminster, and 











he had a large private practice. For more than forty years he was Under. 
Sheriff of the county of Surrey, in which office he was succeeded about 
three years ago by his son and partner, Mr. Charles Thelwell Abbott, who 
was admitted a solicitor in 1881. The office has been held for over a 
century by a member of his family. Mr. Abbott was the senior Ancient 
of the Society of New-inn. He was buried at Walton-on-Thames on the 
10th ult., many professional and other friends being present at the funeral, 


Mr. Mansgt Regs, solicitor (of the firm of Rees & Edwards), of Llanelly, 
Kidwelly, and Loughor, died on the 14th inst. Mr. Rees was the son of 
Mr. John Hughes Rees, and was born in 1840. He was admitted a soli. 
citor in 1863. He had a large practice, and he held several important 
appointments. He was for many years town clerk of the borough of 
Loughor, clerk to the Llanelly Board of Guardians, Assessment Com. 
mittee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority, 
clerk to the Llanelly Highway Board, and superintendent-registrar for the 
Llanelly District. He was also a perpetual commissioner for Glamorgan- 
shire and Carmarthenshire, deputy-recorder of the Borough of Kidwelly, 
and a member of the Llanelly Harbour Commission. He was in partner- 
ship with Mr. Daniel Charles Edwards, who is town clerk, clerk of the 
peace, and clerk to the magistrates for the borough of Kidwelly, and 
clerk to the Kidwelly United District School Board. Mr. Rees leaves a 
widow, but no children. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Gzores Harotp Uroson, barrister, has been appointed Secretary 
to the Commissioners of Lunacy, in succession to the late Mr. Charles 
Spencer Perceval. Mr. Urmson is the eldest son of Mr. J. George Urm- 
son, and was born in 1851. He was educated at Christ Church, Oxford, 
where he graduated first class in Jurisprudence in 1873. He was called to 
the bar at the Inner Temple in June, 1877, and he has practised in the 
Chancery Division. 

Mr. Henry Barcrave Deane, barrister, has been appointed Official 
of the Archdeaconry of Middlesex, on the resignation of Dr. Alfred Waddi- 
love. Mr. Deane is the only surviving son of Sir James Parker Deane, 
D.C.L., Q.C., Vicar-General, and Admiralty Advocate, and was born in 
1846. He was educated at Winchester and at Balliol College, Oxford, 
where he graduated third class in Law and Modern History in 1868. He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1870, and 
he practises on the South-Eastern Circuit and at the Kent Sessions. Mr. 
Deane is also official jof the Archdeaconries of Rochester and St, Albans, 
and recorder of the borough of Margate. 


Sir Morcan Morgan, solicitor (of the firm of Morgan & Scott), of 
Cardiff, has been appointed a Magistrate for that borough. Sir M. 
Morgan was admitted a solicitor in 1866. He was elected mayor of Car- 
diff in 1886, and in that capacity he received the honour of knighthood on 
the occasion of the Queen’s Jubilee. 


Mr. Joun Onristoruee BuLt, solicitor, of Oswestry, has been appointed 
Superintendent-Registrar of Births, Deaths, and Marriages for the 
Oswestry district, on the resignation of Mr. Thomas Minshall. Mr. Bull 
is the son of Mr. William Isaac Bull, solicitor, clerk of the peace for 
Oswestry. He was admitted a solicitor in 1867, and he is clerk to the 
Commissioners of Taxes at Oswestry. 


Mr. Henry Danzzet Moopy Paas, solicitor and notary, of Southampton, 
has been elected Clerk of the Peace for that borough, in succession to the 
late Mr. Henry Edward Robins. Mr. {Page was admitted a solicitor in 
1874. 


Mr. Tuomas Baker Jonzs, solicitor, of Newport, Monmouthshire, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Llantarnam School Board, in succession to 
Mr. Edward Lawrence, resigned. Mr. Jones was admitted a solicitor in 
1886. 


Mr. Ricuarp Cuiarence Hats, solicitor, of 61, Cheapside, has been 
elected Chairman of the Billingsgate and Leadenhall Markets Sub-Com- 
mittee in the Court of Common Council. Mr. Halse is deputy for the 
Ward of Cheap. He was admitted a solicitor in 1860. He is in partner- 
ship with his son, Mr. Clarence Richard Halse, who is returning officer for 
the borough of St. Pancras. 


Mr. CLement Joun Haypon, solicitor (of the firm of Mooring, Aldridge, 
& Haydon), of Bournemouth, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths in the Supreme Oourt of Judicature. 


“ Mr. Arruur WIL.1AMs, solicitor (of the firm of Hunt & Williams), of 
Nottingham, has been elected President of the Nottingham Incorporated 
Law Society for the ensuing year. Mr. Williams was admitted a solicitor 
ia 1869. 

Mr. Gsorcsk Browne Couns, solicitor, of St. Columb, has been 
appointed by the High Sheriff of Cornwall (Mr. Pendarves Vivian), to be 
Under Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Collins is registrar 
of the St. Columb County Court. He was admitted a solicitor in 1840, 
and he is in partnership with his son, Mr. Thurston Collins, who is clerk 
to the Commissioners of Taxes for the Pydar Division of Cornwall and to 
the New Quay Local Board. 


Mr. Petty Hoorgr, solicitor (of the firm of Steggall & Hooper), of 
Weymouth and Portland, has been elected an Alderman in the Dorsetshire 
County Council. Mr. Hooper is town clerk of the borough of Weymouth 
=, ae for the island of Portland. He was admitted a solici- 

r in ; 


Mr. Witi1am Emsrey Ratey, solicitor, of Barnsley and Hoyland, has 
been appointed Olerk to the Nether Hoyland School Board. Mr. Raley 
was admitted a solicitor in 1881, 
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Mr. Rorert Harprnc Mriwarn, solicitor and notary (of the firm of 
Milward, Balden, & Lyttelton), of 1, New-square, LincoJn’s-inn, and of 
Birmingham, has been elected a member of the Worcestershire County 
Council. Mr. Milward was admitted a solicitor in 1861. He is a magis- 
trate for Worcestershire. 

Mr. Joun Hart, solicitor (of the firm of Hart & Winch), of No. 21, 
Great Winchester-street, London, E.C., has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLuTIons. 

James Hvco Curistoruer Greenwett and Ernest Henry Wry ks, 
solicitors (Clarkson, Greenwell, & Wyles), 24, Carter-lane, Doctors’-com- 
mons, London. Feb. 18. 

Joun Ricugs and Epwry Woon, solicitors (Blachford, Riches, & Wood), 
95, Abchurch-lane, London. Feb. 8. [ Gazette, Feb. 19. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Mr. Justice 


nm APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 2. Kay. Currry. 
25 Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Godfrey 
26 Leach Pemberton Rolt 
Beal Ward Godfrey 
Leach Pemberton it 
Beal Ward Godfrey 
Leach Pemberton Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Mr. Jackson Mr. Pugh Mr. Koe 
Carrington Lavie Clowes 
Jackson Pugh Koe 
Carrington Lavie Clowes 
Jackson Pugh Koe 
Carrington Lavie Clowes 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ATEINS FILTER AND ENGINEERING Co.. LIMITED.-Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Feb 13, directed to be heard before North, J., on Feb 23. Faithfull & 
Owen, Victoria st, Westminster, solors for petner 

Beck Gas ENGINE Co., Lim1TED.—Bv an order made by Kay, J., dated Feb 2, it 
was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
Hargrove & Co., Victoria st, Westminster, solors for petner 

BILLITER STREET OFFICES CO., LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 
12, directed to be beard before North, J., on Saturday, Feb 23. Grover & 
Humphreys, 4, King’s Bench walk, Temple, solors for petners 

QANADIAN TOBOGGANING SYNDICATE, LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented 
Feb 13, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Feb 23. omas & 
Hick, Walbrook, solors for petner 

DmuMOND CuTTING Co., LIMITED.—By an order made by Stirling, J., dated Feb 9, 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. Goldberg & Langdon, West 
st, Finsbury circus, solors for petner 

GraskKOP GOLD AND STORES Co., LimiTgep.—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 4, and those residing in South Africa and elsewhere before June 20, to 
send by post their names and addresses, and the varticulars of their debts or 
claims, to Charles Robert Kerr Hubback and Edwin John Churchouse, 29, St. 
Swithin’s lane, March 19, at 12, and July 10, at 12, are respectively appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts or claims 

LONDON AND BRISTOL STOCK EXCHANGE Co.. LiMITED.—North, J., has, by an 
order dated Jan 30, appointed Frank Hall Kingham, of 67, Cornhill, t» be 
Official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before March 11, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. 
Thursday, March 21, at 1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 

COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

West Krrpy HypROPATHIO Hore. Co., LimiTeED.—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Feb 11, directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., at St. George’s Hail, 
Liverpool, on Thursday, Feb 21. McGowen & Hordern, Liverpool, solors for 


petner 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
CoxcoRD AND PEACB FRIENDLY BENEFIT SOCIETY, Literary Institute, Prospect 
rd, Shanklin, Isle of Wight. Feb 11 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

BANKING, INSURANCE, AND RAILWAY CO-OPERATIVE STORES, LIMITED.—By an order 
made by North, J., dated Feb 9, it was ordered that the company wound 
up. Jennings, Holborn, solor for petners 

F.J. BrsLey & Co., LIMITED.—Stirling, J., has, by an order dated Jan 16, ap- 
pointed Frederick Thorn, 8, Addison rd, Keusington, to be official liquidator. 
Ureditors are required, on or before March 21, to send their names and ad- 
dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Tuesday, 
April 2, at 2, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims 


MANUFACTURERS’ Auction Co., Lrm1ITED.—Petn for winding up, i Feb 
ix, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, March 2. Lloyd, Worm- 
wood st, sulor for petners 

Patent (LocK) STOPPER Co., LMITED.—By an order made by Stirling. J., dated 
Feb y, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Kerly & Co., Great 
Winchester st, solors for petner 

PONTYPRIDD AND RHONDDA VALLEY TRAMWAYS Co., LimITED.—North, J., has 
ized Thursday, Feb 28, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 

quidator 

PYLE Works, Luw1Tep.—Stirling, J., has fixed Thursday, Feb 28, at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

ScotcH WHISKY DISTILLERS, LIMITED.—Petn for winding Ups presented Feb 19, 
ditected to be heard before Chitty, J.,on March 2. Boxali & Boxall, Chancery 
lane, solors for petner 





COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

HovwcoaT Mitz Co., Limrrep.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 14, directed 
to be heard before Bristowe. V.C., at St. George’s Hall, Liverpool, on Monday, 
March 4, at 11. Hodgson & Roberts, Burnley, solors for petner 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

No. 12 Lonaz, Loyal Order of Druids, Leigh Unity, Red » Ashton i 

wr Lancaster. Feb at oO v cuantieees xis 
EST HARTLEPOOL SEAMEN’S WIDOW AND ORPHANS’ FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Druids’ 
Hall, Tower st, West Hartlepool, Durham. Feb 12 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 8, 
ARMITAGE, FRANCIS JAMES. Casterton, Westmoreland, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
March29. Thorne & Co, Wolverhampton 
BAUER, FREDERICK WILLIAM OTTo DIEDRICH, Birmingham, Wholesale Jeweller. 
March 1. Smith & Oo, Birmingham 
BroMbByY, CHARLOTTE, Kingston upon Hull. March 31, Atkinson & Daly, Hull 
BRUMELL, GEORGE, Morpeth, Solicitor. March 8. Brumell, Morpeth 
CARRUTHERS, HELEN DAVIDSON, Ramsgate. March 6. Russell & Son, Old 


Je chbrs 

oo Many Savory, Plough rd, Rotherhithe. March 15. Harlow, Chancery 
ane 

CLARKE, SAMUEL, Plymouth, Builder. Marchi, Bulteel & Rowe, Plymouth 


Conners, Count CARLO ANGIOLINI, Brighton. March 23. Farrer & Co, Lin- 

coin 4 inn 

CowHaM, WALTHAM, Sheffield, File Manager. March 21. Taylor, Sheffield 

FERRERS, COMPTON GERARD, Cadogan pl, Belgrave sq, Esq. March 12. Ward & 
Co, Gray’s inn sq 

GARDNER, JANE, Chester. March 25. Parry & Co, Chester 

GERARD, JAMES, Southampton, Mineral Water Manufacturer. March 31. 
Lamport & Aldridge, Southampton 

GILBERT, Mary, Exmouth. March 25. Janim & Hall, Manchester 


GLOVER, JAMES, Idle, York, Coal Merchant. March 1. Weatherhead & Son, 


Bingley 

GREENE, CHARLES, Goldington crescent, St Pancras. March 15. Haynes & 
Claremont, Pall Mall 

Ganeem, Tomas, Mumps, Oldham, Innkeeper. March 6. Storer & Co, Man- 
chester 

HAtu, GEoRGE, Sunderland, Shipowner. Marchi. Steel, Sunderland 

Harris, DANIEL ROTELY, St James’ st, Chemist. March 15. Spencer, Telegraph 
st, Moorgate st 

Hinass, poses Doveias, Upper Norwood, Shipbroker. March it, Tursey, 

‘ish st hill 
HENNIKER, Mary Betua, Colchester. March 16. Wynne & Son, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 
Hopakins, DANrEL, Liverpool, Auctioneer. March 30. Norris & Sons, Liver- 


pool 
HOWARD, JOSEPH ANDREW, Oldham, Gent. April 28. Redfern & Co, Oldham 
HvuGuEs, HENRY, Forest Hill. March 30. Drake & Co, Rood lane 


JEFFERSON, WITTY, Elloughton, East Riding, Farmer, Marchi1. Buckton & 
West, South Cave, East Yorks 

LAKELAND. ROBERT, Chipping, Lancaster, Labourer. May 6. Whitaker, Duchy 
of Lancaster Office 

LEE, ANNIE SMITHELLS, Hindley, Lancs, Schoolmistress. May 6. Whitaker, 
Duchy of Lancaster Office 

LEITH, EDWARD TYRRELL, Stuttgart, Wurtemburg, Esq. April 10. Blount & 
Co, Arundel st, Strand 

a Rev. JOSEPH ALBERT, Sedbergh, York. March 15. Robinson, Sed- 

erg 

LOWNDES, GEOGIANA, Rodney Stoke, Somerset, Feb 20. Smith, Wedmore 

MIDDLEZOY, JOHN OLIVER, Somerset, Esq. March 6. Brice, Bridgwater 

Oven, Some. Whitley, Northumberland. March 29. Rennoldson, South 

1eias 

PEAKE, ae, Deeping St Nicholas, Lincoln, Publican. Feb 22. Harvey, 
Spalding 

PLUMBRIDGE, JOHN LANGLEY, Botolph lane, Fruit Merchant. March 30. Moedie 
& Mills, Baringhall st 

"4 WILLIAM SNOWDON, Sunderland, Solicitor, March 6. Steel, Sunder- 


an 
SANFORD, RoBERt, East Retford, Nottingham, retired Superintendent of Police. 
March 7. Bescoby, Retford 
b Manchester, retired Letterpress Printer. March 12. 


SEVER. CHABLES, Ch ’ 

Radford & Co, Manchester 
Sxaw, GreorGe, Leicester, Ductor of Medicine. May 10. Salusbury, Leicester 
onary, WILu1AM, Grange over Sands, Lancaster, Esq. April 1. Uosteker, 


arwen 
Snow, gad 7 Exot, Leytonstone, Esy. March 1. Snow & Uo, College 
, Cannon s' 
Saat, ee St Catherine, nr Bath, Market Gardener. April 2. Stone & Co, 
t 
TomMLinsoN, Henry, Bramley pk, nr Rotherham. Gent. March 31. Oxley & 
Coward, Rotherham 
ToMSON, SYDNEY BARNES, Kensington grdns sq, Lieut in Royal Navy. March 
22. Francis & Calley, Austin Friars 
TorHamM, Mary, Pateley Bridge, York. Feb 23, Oddie, Pateley Bridge 


TULLEY, Francis, Bath,Gent. April2. Stone & Co, Bath 
Wuirtz, THomAS, Box, nr Bath. April?. Stone & Co, Bath 
WHITEHEAD, SARAH, Soothill, York. March4. Law, Batley 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 12. 
ArsTon, Ropert, Claughton, Lancaster, Farmer. April 15. Johnson & Tilly, 
AMOS, Waistalt. Shatterling, Kent, Market Gardener. March 25. Furley, 
Canterbury 
BEAL, SARAH, York. Mayi1. Walker, York 
Boras, RoBERT, Old Change, Fur Manufacturer. March 12. Stamp & Co, Hull 


Brice, LANG, Accrington, Tin Plate Worker. March 25. Hall & Son, 
Accrington 

Broapwoop, THOMAS CAPEL, Palazzo Cerasi, Rome, Esq. March 23, Wade, St 
Helen’s pl 

Bruce, JosePH, Hartlepeol, Blacksmith, Feb 19. Todd & Harrison, Hartlepool 

CoaBe. CHARLOTTE Watson, Wallington. March 12. Grover & Humphreys, 
King’s Bench walk 
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Cooxrs, Rev. HENRY Wryrorp, Astley Rect wt nr urport, Worcestershire. 
Marchs. Lidiard & Co, Gt James st, Bedfor: i row 

Dawson, Tuomas. Longwood, nr Huddersfield, Flock Merchant. March 1. 
Ramsden & Co, Huddersfield 

Friis, Samury, Jews walk, Sydenham, Gent. March 

Eyre, Gronar, Derby, Reilway Clerk. Marc! Livesey, Derby 

Fern. Fowarp, Birmingham, Gent. March 12. Buller & Co, Birmingham 

( ANE. Slait hwaite. nr Huddersfield, Carrier. March 8. Welsh & 


Bird, Bedford row 





W. Sykes, Hudderstield 
GLEDHIDIL, H Ritrey, Sowerby Bridge, York, Boat Owner. March 50. 
, ock, } 

Gornpon, Hon 
Parliament st as 

Hn Tox, Jomn, Croston, Lancaster, Surgeon. March 14, Forshaw & Parker, 
Preaton 

TIOLDEN, Bentamriyn, Penrith, Cumberland, Commission Agent. May 1. Ry- 
lance & Son, Manchester ; 

Juny, JAMES, Semer, Suffolk, Farmer. March9. Kingef 

KNOWLES, Emma Mary ANN Marta. North Bank, Regent’s pk. March 30, 
Champion & Sons. Ironmonger lane 

LAKE, THOMAS, Sittingbuurne, Kent, Farmer. March 25. Winch & Greensted, 
Sittingbourne 

LAMBON. JAMES WILLIAM, Moseley, Worcester, Brewer’s Agent. 
Cottrell & Son, Birminghem b : 

LLEWELLYN, GRIFFITH, Baglanhall, Glamorgan, Esq. March 14, Tennant & 
Janes, Aberavon : 

Lorgz, Don MANUEL, Santa Tecla, Salvador. March 12. Rickards, Old Broad st 

Mason, EpwAkp, Maidstone, Brewer. March King & Hughes, Maidstone 

McCorr, Duncan, St Helens, Lancaster, Gent. March 9. Barrow & Cook, St 








LAS WILLIAM Cork, Picea lilly. March19. Bircham & Co, 


rd, Ipswich 


April 9. 


Helens 
Mortrkry, Evizanetu, Ingrave st, Battersea. March Herbert & Co, Great St 
elens 


Pays, Lovisa, Brentford. March 23. Crowdy & Tarry, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 
PErry, Marra Paris, Westwick gdns. West Kensington pk, March 25, Rhodes 
& Son, Skinners’ hall, Dowgate hill 
POLAND, HrtTty Rosina, Florence Lodg 
Humphreys. Kine’ 8 i’: h walk 
PRIcE, SAMUEL. Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Earthenware Dealer. 
man, Westbourne grove oe 
READ, Eviza, Oldbury, Worcester. March Wright & Co, Oldbury 
RIcHARDSON, GEORGE, Endleshamrd, Balham. March 25. Oddy, Lombard st 
Ross, ALEXANDER HENRY. Upper. Be y st, Portman sq, Esq. March 22. 
Tatham & Proctor, Lincoln’s inn tield 
SpEmp, Francis Lovett, Captain. Marc! 1 18, Fladgates, Craig’s ct, Charing 


, Streatham hill. March 12. Grover & 


March 14. Wel- 





Oross 
THOR PE, yee ay AM, Eccleston, Lancaster, Farmer. March 9, Barrow & Cook, 
elens 
— is, Davin, Lozells, Birminghan March1, Rollason, Birmingham 
WHEELER, CHARLOTTE, Clifford, Hereford. March 1. Page, Hay, Breconshire 


WILLIAMS. JOHN, Lianrhaiadr yn Cinmerch, Denbigh, Farmer. March 6. 
F 


ulkes Roberts, Denbigh 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 1 

a HT, RopkRT WIGRAM, Wellingborough, Esq. 

‘o, Clement’s inn ‘ 

a . LL, MARY BANNISTER. Lanark villas, Paddington. March 30. Jameson, 
Verulam bldgs, Gray’s inn 

BOUCHER, ANNA, Weston super Mare, Somerset, March 25, Baker & Co, Weston 

super Mare 
BoWER, JOSEPH JOHN, Birmingham, March9, Devereux & Tabrum, Billiter st 
BRICKWELL, JAMES, Hertford, Upholsterer. March 29, Spence & Co, Hertford 


BRIDGE, JOHN EDWARD, Piddletrenthide, Dorset, Esq. March 14, Andrews & 
Co, Dorchester 


‘March 30 


Fairfoot & | 


CoL LENS, Joun Batt, Park te:r, Teddington, Chemist. March 25. Beaumont & 
o, C hancery lane 

DAVE z. JOHN, Blackstock rd, Finsbury Pk, Meat Salesman. April 30. Vander. 
pump & Son, Gray’s inn sq 

DAVIES. MARTHA, Brighton, Private Hotel Keeper. March 27. 
Williams. Salter’s hall ct, Cannon st 

DEAN, CHARES, Litherland, Lancaster, Fruit Merchant. 
Litherland 

ELuioTr. JOSEPH WILLIAM, 

Shields 


Badham & 
March 27. Dean, 


South Shields, Agent. Feb 28. Osborne, South 
ELI Is, RoneErt, Liverpool, Builder. March 20. Jones & Co, Liverpool 
FerGcusson. Saran Aprnta, Bath. April 15. Thompson & Light, New inn, 
Strand; an i Giliman, South¢ umpton st, Holborn 
FIELD, HENRY WILLIAM, Brighton, Esy. March 30. 


Francis, Tomas, Erith, Kent, Gent. April24. Woods, Brighton 
Goop, SARAH, Newark. March 30. Bedford & Co, Great Tower st 
GREENHOUGH, HARRIET, Birkenshaw, nr Leeds. Marchi18, Freeman, Bradford 


HAMPSHIRE, SAMUEL, Worsbrough Dale, nr Barnsley, Licensed Victualler, 
March 6. Rideal, Barnsley 
HicGcins, WILLIAM CUTHBERTSON, Conservative Club, St James’s st, Major 
March 25. Morecroft, Liverpool 
HUTCHINSON, JOHN, Melmerby, Cumberland, Farmer. April 2. Arnison & Co, 
Penrith 
Isaac. RICHARD BOWDEN. Commercial rd East, Lighterman. March 25. Scott, 
Gough st, Poplar Guppy, Cable st 
JAMES, THOMAS. Kingston on Thames, Gent. March 22. Durham, Chancery 
lane and Kingston on Thames 
KINGSTON, ROBERT, Woolsthorpe, Lincoln, Surgeon. April1. Philips, Castle. 
tord 
McGLasHAN, ALEXANDER, Bernard st, Russell sq, Coppersmith. March 97, 
Mote, South sq, Gray’s inn 
MILLER, ELEANOR, Nightingale Vale, Woolwich. March 9, Johnson & Dowding, 
Queen st, Cheapside 
Mossop, Mary ExizaserH, Long Sutton, Lincoln. 
Mossop, Long Sutton 
NEWILL, ANN, Bridgnorth, Salop, March 25, Ellison & Burrows, Cambridge 
NorMAN, Rev FREDERIC Jonny, Bottesford, Leicester, Clerk. April1. Thomry- 
son & Sons, Grantham 
Norris, HENRY Epmonps, Sidmouth, Devon, Surgeon. 
Ilminster 
Procter, JOHN, Brecknock rd, Kentish Town, March 
PHILLIPrs, ELIZABETH, Weston super Mare, Sumerset. March 26. 
Weston super Mare 
RICHARDSON, ALFRED THomAs, Hanley, Gent. March 17. Richardson & Cook, 
Manchester 
SHUTTLEWORTH, Captain HENRY, Dawson pl, Bayswater, Esq. April 3. Stileman 
&.Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury sy 
TYLES, GEORGE GAVILLER, Swanscombe, Kent, Farmer. March 25. 
Son, Maiden In, Queen st 
TAYLOR .THOMAS, Burnie y, Tanner. March 20. Sutcliffe & Sons, Burnley 
TROTTER, Lieut-Col. HENRY JOHN, Temple, Barrister at law. March 16. Trotter 
Stocktor on Tees 
WALKER, ELIZABETH, Shearsby, Leicester, May 16. Liewellyn Salusbury, 
seicester 
WALTER, JAMES, Penlan, Swansea. March 25. Robinson & Co, Swansea 
WHiTtE, Fanny, Sudbury, Sutfolk. March 31. Percival & Son, Peterborough 


WILLIAMS, JOHN SHORTMAN, Clifton, Gent. March 25. Brittans & Co, Bristol 





Reyroux & Co, Cannon st 


March 14. Mossop & 


March 14. Walter, 


Torley, Cheapside 
Baker & Oo., 


Tippetts & 








WABENING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS & LESSEES.—Before ee or 
renting a house have the Sanitary arrangementsthoroughly examined by ane 
trom The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., West- 
minster (Estab. 1375), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c,—[ ADVT.]} 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


HaMMonpD, JosEPH HEWITT, Romford, Upholsterer Srvs, W1LL1Am, Worcester pk, Rade Dairyman 
Chelmsford Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb1 


Croydon Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 


London Gasette—Fripay, Feb. 15. HANBURY, Capt. the Hon. SPENCER, —_ Gros- SmITH, THomAs, George st, Mansion House, Finan- 
RECEIVING ORDERS venor pl High Court Pet Aug 27 Ord Nov i7 cial Agent High Court Pet Oct4 Ord Feb 9 
ABBOTT, JOHN, Bideford, Devon, Ironfounder Barn- Harwoop, SAMUEL, Amor rd, Hammersmith, Jour- SOMMERVILLE, ISABELLA JANE, Hulme, Manchester, 
staple Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 nalist High Court Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 Furniture Dealer Manchester Pet Jan2b Ord 
ADAMS. WILLIAM, sen, and WILLIAM ADAMS, jun, HEATLEY, W., Clifton sq, Peckham, Builder High Feb 13 
Tenby, Pemb, Butchers Pembroke Dock Pet Court Pet Janis Ord Feb 9 STaGEMAN, ROBERT, Aylsham. Morfolk, Butcher 
Feb 13 _ Ord Feb 1 HUMPHREY, WIL.1AM, Sunderland, Publican Sun- Norwich Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 1 


ASHTON, JaMks, Dronfield. Derbyshire, Butcher derland Pet Feb 11 
Chesterfield Pet Febs Ord Feb 

BAINBRIDGE, ROBERT SHOTTON, North Shields, Auc- 
tioncer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 31 Ord 
Feb 12 


BANNER, JAMRFS, Malvern Link, Worcestersbire, 


JEAPES, THOMAS, Chase Side, Southgate, Fishmonger 
Edmonton Pet Feb 12 
MARTEN, PETRR LOUBERT, Dorking, Solicitor Croy- . se mevbed 
ion PetJan3it Ord F ‘eb ll WAIBING, JOSEPH, 
MURFITT, WILLIAM. Queen’s Parade, Olapham Junc- wo rcon. JAMES SPOONER, Sheffield, Grocer Shef- 
ATSON, JAMES $ NER, Sheffield, § 


Ord Feb 11 Stow, Davip GEORGE, Southend on Sea, ne occupa- 


tion Chelmsford Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 
TEMPLEMAN, JAMES, and FRANK TRMPLEMAN, Taun- 

ton, Plumbers Taunton Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
Burmanto!ts, Leeds, Slater 
Leeds Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 


Ord Feb 12 


Butcher Worcester Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 
BARBER, HENRY, Heckmondwike, Rag Merchant i at Draper Wandsworth Pet Feb 12 Ord tield Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

Dewsbury Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 12 WATSON, SAMUEL, Sheffield, Equestrian Sheffield 
BERRIMAN, THOMAS Rowson, Scarborough, Draper NAIsBITT, THOMAS, Darlington, Farmer Stockton on Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Scarborough Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 12 Ord WrRkN, CHARLES, Hadlow Down, Sussex, out of 


Brown, EMMA Mary, and ELLEN Brown, Colville Feb 12 


gdns, Bayswater, Boarding house Keepers High | NEWICK, ALFRED, Bedminster, Bristol, Chandler 
Bristol Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 13 

BRUFORD, SAMUEL JoHN, Longsight, Manchester, | NEWTON, GEORGE, Newcastle upon Tyne, Surgeon 
Ne weastle on Tyne Pet Febi11 Ord Feb 11 
WILLIAM Epwarp. and JAMES ROBERT 
rd, Millwall, [ronfounders 
High Court Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 


Court Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb 12 


Gas Inspector Manchester Pet Feb 12 Ord | 
Feb 12 OAKLEY, 
BUCKLAND, WILLIAM HENky, Hope pk, Bromley, OAKLEY, West Ferry 
Surveyor HighCourt Pet Janii Ord Feb 11 


business Lewes and Eastbourne Pet Feb 13 
Ord Feb 13 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of Feb 1. 
NICHOLLS, JOHN LATEWARD, Halesowen, Worcester, 
outof business Stourbridge Pet Jan 23 Ord 


Jan 23 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


CARTER, FREDERICK, Nottingham, Bricklayer Not- , PARGITER, GEORGE, Burnley, Sizing Liquor Manufac- ANDERSON, JosKrPH GLOVER, Walthamstow, Beer 


tingham Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 


turer Burnley Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 


Retailer Feb 22 at2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


CLEMETSON. FRANK, Lavers rd, Stoke Newington, | PARKER, RICHARD HARTLEY, Burnley, Wine Mer- inn 
Lawn Tennis Shoe Manufacturer Edmonton chant Burnley Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 ASHTON, JAMES, Dronfield, Derbyshire, Butcher Feb 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 PARKINSON, WILLIAM, Strangeways, Manchester. 3at 12 Sheffield Law Society’s Room, 45, Bank 


Drickmaker 
Feb 13 


Davip, THoMas. Newport, Mon, Confectioner New- 
port, Mon Pet Febi11 Ord Feb 11 
DAY, FREDERICK, White Swan, St George’s East, 


Publican High Court PetJan5 Ord Feb 11 Newcastle upon Tyne 


Manchester 


PATTISON. JOHN, Newcastle upon Tyne, Painter 
“eb 


st, Sheffield 

BAINBRIDGE, ROBERT SHOTTON, North Shields, 
Auctioneer Feb 26 at 3 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 
castle on Tyne 


Pet Jan 29 Ord 


Pet Febi3 Ord F 


ELLs, JOHN PAINE, Plymouth, Mason East Stone- | PERKY, GEORGE, Bath, Farmer Bath Pet Feb 12 BAKER, JAMES FREDERICK, or fect upon Hull, 


house Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 


ESkELL, FREDERICK, Hanover sq, Dentist High | he DANIEL, Gorseinon, Glam, Labourer Swansea 
Pet Feb 11_ Ord Feb 11 


Court Pet Jan7 Ord Feb 13 


rae a bi iy tenes Farmer Chester Pet | REESE, EVAN, Llanwrin, Montgomery, Slate Works 

ed re eb 

EVANS, JOHN, Hirwain, Abe — Innkeeper Aber- 
dare Pet Febi1 Ord Feb 1 | 

GINHAM, THoMas HENRY, a Brazier Here- | 
ford Pet Feb12 13 


Ord Feb 1 





Caterer Feb 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity house 
lane, Hull ‘ 
BANNER, JAMES, Malvern Link, Worcestershire, 


Butcher Feb 26 at11.15 Otf Rec, Worcester 


Proprietor Aberystwith Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 Bone, JOHN, jun, Stanwell, nr Staines, Farmer Feb 
ROLLINGS, WILLIAM, Uffington, Lincoln, Publican 
Peterborough Pet Feb12 Ord Feb :2 
R YLEY, THoMAS, Tong, 
Victualler Bradford’ Pet Febi1 Ord Feb 11 


97 at 1.45 Angel and Crown Flotel, Staines 

CAVILLA, WILLIAM JOSEPH, Rye lane, Peckham, 
Lead Merchant Feb 22 at12 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’sian 


nr Bradford, Licensed 
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COOPER, CLEMENT, Stoke upon Trent. Commission 
Agent Feb 25 at 12.50 Off Rec, Newcastle under 
L , 
Da a, 7 THOMAS, Newport, Mon, Contee tioner Feb | 
25 at 12 Oft Rec, 12, Trelegar pl, } Newport. Mon le 
EpLESTON, RALPH JOHN, Bowdon, C heshi Dealer 
in Horses Feb 25at 11 Off Ree, O dacs chau Ss, 
Bridge st, Manchester 
FrasER, ALEXANDER COL 
chester, Engineer at 11: Off Rec, 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridg Manche mee 
GITTINGS, ¢ HR ISTOPHER, Syres ham, Northampton- 
shire. Schoolmaster Feb 23at12 1, 8t Aldates, 
Oxford 
Gane E, THOMAS. Darwen Feb 22 at 330 Off Rec, 
gden’s « chmbra, Bridge st, Manchester 
Gt by ‘GEOR Bradford, Wilts, Grocer March 6 at 3 
Ott Rec, eats chmbrs, B:istol 
Harpy, Tuomas, Durham, Farthenware Dealer Feb 
2at3 Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 
HARRIS, JOUN, Cardiff, Lodging House Manager 
Feb‘ - 11 Off Ree, 29, Queen st. Carditf 
HARVEY, CATHERINE, Bitterley, Salop, Farmer 
March a1 at10 18, Corn sq. Leominster 
HakvEY, JOWN, Longton, Statfordshire, Brickmaker 
Feb 25 at3 Off Rec, Ne weastle un der Lyme 
HaTHAWAY, EDWIN, Hay, Breconshire, Inu Reeper 
March 22 at 10 2, Offa st, Hereford | 
Hors, THOMAS, “ex m, Hampshire, Miller Feb 22 
ati2 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 
Jackson, THOMAS MM ATTHEW, Kingston upon Hull, 
out of business Feb 26 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity 
House lune, Hull 
Jones, WILLIAM, Blaenffos, Pemb, General Mer- 
chant Feb 26 at11 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Car- 
marthen 
orris, THOMAS JOSEPH, Grantham, Music Dealer 
Feb 22at12 Off Rec, 1, High pavement, Notting- 
ham 
NEWTON, GEORGE, Newcastle on Tyne, Surgeon Feb 
2 at 10.30 Off Rec, Pink lane. Newcastle on Tyne 
on, JoUN. Newcastle on Tyne, Painter Feb 
26at2.30 Ott Rec. Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Poor, WILTIAM FLETCHER, Old Radford, Notting- 
ham Grocer Feb 22 at 11 Ott Ree, 1, High 
pavement. Nottingham 
Port, JouN RANDALL, Essex rd, Islington, Chee: e- 
monger Feb 22. at Bankruptcy  bldgs, 
Portugal st, L inc yIn'sinn fields 
Ropinson, Rx I i lion court, Cannon 
: lerk Feb 22 at 14 83, Carey st, 





Traftt ord, nr Man- 






























gston upon 


I ll, Journeyman 
6 at 12 ¢ Ree, Trinity House 


\GEM/ BER Aylsham, Norfolk, Butcher 

Feb 23 at12 Off I , King st, Norwich | 

STONE, EDWIN SAMUEL t, Chiswic, Grocer's 
Manager Feb 22 at 11 No 16 Room, 30and 31, 
St Swithin’s lane 

TEMPLEMAN, JAMES. and FRANK TEMPLEMAN, Taun- 
ton, Plumbers Feb 22 at 12.15 (George and Rail- 
way Hotel, Victcria st, Bristol 

Tomas, JAMES Eynon, Bridgend. Glam. Painter | 
Feb 25at3 Off Ree, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

THOMPSON. WILLIAM, Cransley, Northamptonshire, 
Shoe Manufacturer Feb 26 at 8 Couuty Court | 
bldgs, Northampton 

WadE, GEORGE DopsworTH, Bishop Auckland, 
Saddler Feb 22 at 2.15 Three Tuns Hotel 
Durham 

WabE, SAMUEL FRANE, Harles lien, Printer Feb 2 
at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Ra 4. ~ 
inn fields 

WALTERS, DAvip JoHN, Cardiff, Grocer Feb 25 at 
12 Ott Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

WakinG, St BEWIck, Cx logne r: i, Clapham Junction, 
Secretary to a Glub Feb 22 at 12 119, Victoria 

, Westminster 

WHat, FREDERICK SIDNEY. Heigham, Norwich, 
Journeyman Carpenter Feb 23 at 11.80 Otf Rec, 
8, King st, Norwich 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

ABBOTT, JOHN, Bideford. Devon, Ironfounder Barn- | 
ny je Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

AUCKLAND, JOHN, Gateshead. lcuiterer Newcastle 
onTyne Pet Feb2 Ord bil 

BANNER, JAMES. Malvern Link. Worces, Butcher | 
Wore ster Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

BERRIMAN, THOMAS Ronson, Scarborough, Draper | 
Scarborough Pet Feb13_ Ord Feb 13 | 

Bows, EMMA Mary, and ELLEN Brown, Colville | 
gdns, Bayswater, Boarding-house Keepers Hi-h | 

‘ourt Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 12 | 

Brown. Frank Joun, West Malling, Kent, Tailor | 
Mai: istone Pet Feb2 Ord Feb7 

BRUFORD, SAMUEL JOHN, Longsight, Manchester. 
Gas Inspector Manchester Pet Feb 1% Ord 
F e b12 

Bu , GEORGE, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 

c "Feb Ord Feb 






























IN LEVER, Idol lane, Gt Tower st, | 
‘Merchant High Court Pet Dec 31 Ord 





‘eb 12 

CLEWo TH, MARTIN INGLE, Manchester, Solicitor 
_ Manchester Pet Jani4 Ord Feb 11 

Crow, WitiiaM Epwarp, jun, Redditch, Grecer 
birmingham Pet Jan30 Ord Feb 11 

\ 1OMAS, Newport, Mon. Confectioner New- 





_ port,Mon Pet Febit OrdFeb tt 

ENGLAND, WILLIAM, Mart ick, oom rset, Carpenter 
Yeovil Pet Jani9 Ord Fel 

Evans, Evan, Bagillt, Flints + tng Farmer Chester 

; Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

VANS, JOHN, Hirwain, nr Aberdare, Innkeeper 
Aberdar: Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 





FRANELIN, ‘TORE: it LAMB, 


and ren RED FRANKLIN, 
Dunmow, Exs-x, Builders f 


| — AM, Tu MEAS HE NRY, Ieret or 1, 
z, :. Bitte a "eal op, Farmer Leo- | 
soa WILLIAM, Little Gk mi! 1am, Suff lk, 
A Newin ston are en, qo er 


18, THOMAS, Southgate, Fishmonger 


, TaHomas, Darlington, Farmer Stockton on 
Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
y Bury, Woollen Printer 
WILLIAM Epwarp, and 
OAKLEY, West Ferry rd, Millwall, Ironfounders 
High Court Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 1: 

, GEORGE, Burnley, Sizing Liquor Manu- 





PATTISON, JOHN, Newe astle on Tyoe, I 


, Dartrey rd, c helsea, no eoomputh mn | 


, WILLIAM F tie HER, Old Radtord, Notting- 

bam, Grocer Nottingham Pet Febé { 

PUGH, DANIEL, Gorseinon, Glam, Labourer 
: “ 


BERT, Upperst, Islington, Furniture Dealer 
1 


JOSEPH, and WILLIAM 
* Ironmongers Walsa 


a Bishop Auckland, Dur- 


WARING, ST BEWICK, C logne rd, Clapham Junction, 


| 
WAIRING, JOSEPH, Darmentotte, Leeds, Slater Leeds | 
Shedtield, Equestrian Sheffield 


WELCH, CHARLES, and HARRY HARDING, Birmingham 
ie Si Birmingham Pet Dec 20 Ord Feb 13 
, Bristol, Fine Art 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London “ azette of Feb 1. 
NICHOLLS, JOHN LATEWARD, Halesowen, Worces‘er- 

shire, out of business i 


CARTER, JOSEPH MITCHELL, 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb, 19 

per ael ca 8 
| ASHBY, FRANCIS HENRY, 
Coal Merchant Croy = 


ATTENBOROUGH, GEORGE. and Mary ANN HERBERT, 
Nottingham, Mantle Manufacturers Nottingham 


Pet F eb 15 Or iFe ob 15 
BartToy, WILLIAM WALTER, WwW ‘olve rhampton, Baker 

eb 

Betts, WILLIAM, Alrewas, Ste itfords shire, 

BirD, EaneEst W, Stalham, Norfolk, Draper 


Cabinet Maker Oxford 


ANNON, JOHN, Lavender sweep, Clapham Junction 
CROOKE, JOHN RYI AND, Birmingham, Solicitor Bir- 
, Cardiganshire, Builder 


, ARTHUR WULIAM, Ipswich, 


NJAMIN, ate Ww ane rd, Horti- 
cultural Sundriesman Pet Fet 


1 
Gibss, Epwin, Cardiff, 
’ A 


Gray, WALTER PowELL, Leyton, Essex, out of em- 
High Court Pet Feb 6 


AUBREY KING, Chepstow, 


Iivpson, EpMuND, Leamington, House Painter War- 


Manufacturer Blackburn 


MARLOW, WILLIAM JOSEPH, Oambridge, Baker Cam- 
bridge Pet Feb 15 





275, 


FORESTER, c HARLES. Gt Cneee. Smackowner Gt | Mocrrnce, THOMAS, address unknown, Oilman 
High Court Pet Jan s Ord Feb 15 
| OGDEN, Matruew, Long Eston, Derbyshire, Clothier 
Derby Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 15 
; Osmond, RicHarn Davin, Ramsgate. Marine Store 
Dealer Canterbury Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
PENLINGTON, RicHarD, Grosvenor pl, Butler High 
Oourt iy ‘t Feb2 Ord Feb 16 
Pric#, CHARLES, Leominster, Herefordshire, Baker 
Leominster PetFeb1i5 Ord Feb 15 
Price, JAMES, Bewdley, Worcestershire, Basket 
Maker Kidderminster Pet Febil Ord Feb 11 
PYRAH, WILLIAM, Bradfori, Innkeeper Bradford 
| Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
REDGRAVE. SYBELLA ANNE, Alderbert terr. C lapham 
rd Widow High Court Pet Jan17 Ord Feb15 
RM0DES, JAMES DANIEL, Pocklington, Yorks, Butcher 


Tork Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 


RODERICK, Davin, Senny. Brecknoc nate, lab yurer 
Merthyr Tydtil Pet Feb 14 Ord Fe 

SAYNOR, WIGLIAM, Doncaster, Joiner Sheff ud Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

ScaRIisBeick, THOMAS H., Grosvenor villas, Chis wick, 
Gent Brentford Pet Jan15 Ord Feb 12 

SEARLE, CHARLES Tierney rd, Streatham hill, Stock 
Jobber Wandaw orth PetJani8 Ord Feb 14 

SHEEY, WILLIAM, Enkel st, Seven Sisters rd, Horse 


Dealer High Court Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 


aut N, Harry, Trego rd. Hackney Wick, Grocer 

| High Court Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

SPraLpDING, WILLIAM, Yoxford, Suffolk, Bootmaker 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

TAYLOR, JAMKS, Birkenhead, Engineer Birkenhead 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

TAYLOR, RICHARD. Pontypridd, Contractor Ponty- 
pridd Pet Feb 14 Ord 

Tuomas, Grirriru, Cwmdare. Aberdare, Jolliery 


Feo 14 
Mechanic Aberdare Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 14 


VowLes, JOHN, Weston super Mare, Builder Bridg- 
ki water Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
WAK#, CHARLES STANILAND, Kingston upon Hull, 


Solicitor Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 1 Ord 
Feb 15 


WILD, JoserPH. Nottingham, out of business Not- 
tingham Pet Febi4 Ord Feb 14 

WILLIAMS, JoHN, Merthyr Tydfil, Builder Merthyr 

__ Tyadtilt Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

WILLIAMS, RICHARD, Shrewsbiry, Licensed Vic- 


tualler Shrewsbury Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 


| WyatT, WILLIAM HkNrY, Gt Tower st. Tea Mer- 


chant High Uourt Pet Jan2t Ord Feb 14 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLEN, Davin J., Durham ter, Bayswater, Doctor 


of Medicine Feb 26 at 2.30 £3, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 


BARBER, HENRY, Heckmondwike, Rag Merchant 


Feb 26at3 Off Rec, Bauk chbrs, Batley 


| BARNFATHER, JAMES SMITH, Hunslet, Leeds, Gent 


Feb 27 at it Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


BRUFORD, SAMUEL JOHN, Longsight, Manchester, 


Gas Inspector Feb 26 at 11.20 Uff Rec, Ogden’s 
chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 


CARTER, FREDERICK, Nottingham, Bricklayer Feb 


26ati1 Off Rec, 1, High poe Nottingham 
Wakefield, Farmer Feb 
26ati1 Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 


CLEWORTS, MARTIN INGLE, Manchester, Solicitor 


Feb 46 at 11 Off Rec, Ugden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Manchester 


| DasTIs, Francis, Leadenhall st, Merchant Feb 28 at 


11 33, Usrey st Lincoln's inn 


Davies, Davin, Llandyssul, Cardiganshire, Builder 


Feb 26 at3 Off Rec, Carmarthen 


EDWARDS, WILLIAM, Llandovery, Carmarthenshire, 


Painter Feb 26 at 2.30 Off Rec, Carmarthen 


ELLs JOHN PAINE, Plymouth, Mason Mari atit 


10, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 


Evans, JOHN, Mouut st, (¢cosvenor sg, Watchmaker 


Feb %8 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


FARRANCE. FRANKLYN, Eastbourne, Veterinary Sur- 


geon Feb27 at3 Coles & Oarr, Eastbourne 


HamMMonD, JOSEPH HEwitTT, Romford, Essex, Up- 


holsterer March 4 at 3 Auction Mart, Token- 
house yard 


HARRISON, WILLIAM THOMPSON, and ARTHUR JOHN 


TUNSTALL LEIGH. Gaythorne, Manchester, Yeast 
Manufacturers Feb 26 at 12 Otf Rec, Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 


HasE, WILLIAM, Weston super Mare, Somerset, out 


of business Feb 26at2 Kailway Hotel, Weston 
super Mare 


HUMPHREY, WILLIAM, Sunderland, Publican Feb 26 


atit Law Society, Jobn st, Sunderland 


JOHNSON, ALFRED, Eastbourne, Coach Builder Feb 


26 at3 Off Kec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


KING, ALFRED GEORGE, Edith villas, West Kensing- 


ton, Timber Merchant’s Clerk Feb 26 at 3 119, 
Victoria st, Westminster 


Macrak, H&NRY JOSEPH, and GEORGE BLACKMORE, 


Carlton rd, Kentish Town, Brickmake:s Feb 27 
ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln's inn 


MARLOW, WILLIAM JOSEPH, Cambridge, Baker Mar 


7ati2 Off Kec,5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 


MARTEN, PETER LOUBERT, Dorking, Solicitor Feb 27 


at 12.30 Ked Lion, Hotel Dorkivg 


MITCHELL, JosEPH, Sheftield, Engioeer Feb 27 at 3 


Ott Ree, Figtree In, Shettield 


MORTLOCK, JAcK, Kucklersbury, Director of a Public 


Company Feb 26 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Lincoin’s inn 


NEWICK, ALFRED, Bedminster, Bristol, Chandler 


March 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
Bris ol 


OWEN, EMILy, Leather ln, General Outfitter Feb 23 


atli Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln's inn 


OwWERS, JOHN, Upper Kennington In, Butcher Feb 


28at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


PARGITER, GEORGE, Burnley, Sizing Liquor Manu- 
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facturer Feb 27 at 3 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas 
st, Burnley 

PuHiipy, Josern, Saxby villas, East Ham, Builder 
Feb 97 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Puiprps, HENRY, Dartrey 1d, Chelsea, no occupation 
Feb 28 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Puan, DANIEL, Gorseinon, Glam, Labourer 
ati2 Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swansea 

PyraH, WILLIAM, Bradford, Innkeeper Feb 27 at tt 

. 31, Manor row, Bradford 

RHODES, JAMES DANIEL, Pocklington, Yorks, Butcher 
Feb 26 at 12 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

ROBERTS, EDWARD STEWART (GRANDTULLY, Park- 
holme rd, Dalston, Shoe Trimming Manufacturer 
Feb <6 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, 
Lincoln's inn 

Rovekrts, JOSEPH, Llysfaen, Carnarvonshire, School- 
master March 14 at 1.15 Court house, Bangor 

ROLiinGs, Wuiriram, Uffington, Linc, Publican 
March 14 at 12 Law Courts, New rd, Peter- 
borough 

SaGE, Epcar, and JoHN WALTER SaGeE. Bramham 
gdns, South Kensington, Builders Feb 27 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 

SPENCER, SIDNEY EpGar, St Ann’s ter, St John’s 
Wood, Merchant’s Clerk Feb 26 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 

Stow, DAvip GEORGE, Southend on Sea, no occupa- 
tion Feb27 at11 Shire Hall, Chelmsford 

STRACHAN, WituiaM, Scarborough, 
Assistant Feb 26 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
borough st, Scarborough 

StTyan, Harry SMITH, Stone bldngs, Solicitor Feb 
28 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

UrinGkE, GrorGE, Southover, Lewes, Miller Feb 27 
at 12.30 17, High st. Lewes 

WATSON, SAMUEL, Sheffield, Equestrian 
2.50 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

WEIR, WALTER COUPLAND, Britannia st, 
Cross, Engineers’ Agent Feb 26 at 22 
ruptcy bldngs, Liincoln’s 

WILLIAMS, RicHaRD, Shrewsbury, Licensed 
Victualler Feb 27 at 11.45 Law Society, Talbot 
chbrs, Shrewsbury 


ADJUDICATIONS,. 


ADAMS, WILLIAM, the clder, and WiILLtIAM ADAMS, 
the younger, Tenby, Pemb, Butchers Pembroke 
Dock Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 14 

ASHBY, FRANCIS HENRY, Station rd, South Norwood, 
Coal Merchant Croydon Pet Febi5 Ord Feb 15 

BAINBRIDGE, ROBERT SHOTTON, North Shields, Auc- 
tioneer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 31 Ord 
Feb 15 

BARBER, HENRY, Heckmondwike, Rag Merchant 

wsbury Pet Febi1 Ord Feb 15 


Feb 27 


Drapers’ 
74, New- 


Feb 27 at 


King’s 
Bank- 


TH 


E 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK, 
The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE KAY. 


1—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, given on behalf of Clerks, Cashiers, 

and others; also Bonds on behalf of Trustees in Bankruptcy, Liqui- | for 
Receivers under the High Court, and all persons holding Government | V.—TRUSTEESHIP. 
either in existing Trusts or in those to be hereafter created. 


Travellers 
dators and 
appointments, where required ; and 

A.—LUNACY COM 
II.—ADMIRALTY BAIL BONDS granted. 
IlI.—MORTGAGE INSURANCES effected. 


LAW GUARANTEE& TR 


MITTEES’ BONDS granted. 
B.—ADMINISTRATION BONDS entered into at moderate rates. 


BLACKMAN, GEORGE DULLUM, and JOSEPH JOHN 

TITsInK, Commercial rd East, Coopers 

Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 15} 

BLACKMAN, WILLIAM DULLUM, 
Cooper High Court Pet Jan 22 

Brown, JOHN WILLIAM, Margate, Baker Canter- 
bury Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 13 

BRowN, WILLIAM SHIPLEY. Batley, Yorks, Hay 
Dealer Dewsbury Pet Novi2 Ord Feb 15 

BuRNETT. WILLIAM. Ditchamptoo, Wilts, Haulier 
Salisbury Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 15 

CARTER, FREDERICK, Nottingham, Bricklayer Not- 
tingham Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

CARTER, JOSEPH MITCHELL, Wakefield, 
Wakefield Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

Davies, Davin, Llandyssul, Cardiganshire, Builder 
Carmarthen Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Dickinson, THOMAS TEAL, Gretland, nr Halifax, out 
of business Halifax Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 12 

ELLIs, ARTHUR WILLIAM, Ipswich, Grocer Ipswich 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

ELLs, JOHN PaINnE, Piymouth, Mason 
house Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 13 

Exton, Winutam WALTER, and ALFRED GEORGE 
BuRTON. Kirkbeck rd, Kingsland, Builders High 
Court Pet Sept8 Ord Feb 14 

FARRANCE, FRANKLYN, Eastbourne, Veterinary Sur- 
geon Eastbourne Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 16 

FIELD. BENJAMIN, Paragon rd, New Kent rd, Horti- 
cultural Sundriesman High Court Pet Feb 14 
Ord Feb 14 

Gray, WALTER POWELL, Leyton. out of employment 
High Court Pet Feb't6é Ord Feb 16 


Court 
Beverley. Yorks, 
Ord Feb 16 


Farmer 


East Stone- 


GREY, JOSEPH, Cheapside, Cigar Importer High | 


Court Pet Feb14_ Ord Feb 15 

GRIFFITHS, AUBREY KING, 
tioneer Newport, Mon PetJan11 Ord Feb 16 

Harwoop, SaMvet, Amor rd. Hammersmith, 
Journalist High Court Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 14 

HILLIER, CHARLES, Frome. Somerset, Engineer 
Frome Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

Hits, CHARLES GEORGE, Wye, Kent, out of business 
Canterbury Pet Jan2¢ Ord Feb 13 

HUNTLEY, ABRAHAM. Folkestone, out 
Canterbury Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 13 

KNIGHT, MARIE HELEN, Margery pk rd, Forest gate, 
Widow High Court. Pet Oct 25 O-d Feb 14 

Levy, JOSEPH SOLOMON, Barbican. Importer of Clocks 
High Court Pet Jan 8 Ord Feb 15 

LUMSDEN. HARRIET ISABELLA. Burbage, nr Buxton, 
Fishmonger Stockport Pet Jan 21 Ord Feb 15 

MANQURT, JAMES, Charles st, Lambeth, Merchant 
High Court Pet Jan23 Ord Feb15 

MARLOW, WILLIAM JosgPH, Cambridge, Baker Cam- 
bridge Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

MARTEN, PETER LOUBERT, Dorking, Solicitor Croy- 
don Pet Jan31 Ord Feb 14 


ef business 


High | 


| WaRNER, Isaac. Bromley, Baker High Court 


my try Mon, Auc- | 


——_ 


| Morgis, THomMas JOSEPH, Grantham, Music a 
uw Nottingham Pet “_ Ord Feb 14 © Dealer 
| MouLp, STEPHEN. and ERNEST WILLIAM Bow 
Leatherhead, Ironmongers Croydon Pet Feb iy 
| Ord Feb 15 Le 
| Price, CHARLES, Leominster. Hereford, Baker Len. 
meemagee ty ns S Feb 15 Leo 
Prick, JAMES, Bewaley, orcester, Basket M 
P gy ered a Feb 11 Ord Feb 15 — 
| PyRAH, WILLIAM. Bradford, Innkeeper Brad, 
|" Pet Feb 12. Ord Feb 13 Atord 
REED, CHARLES. Leytonstone, Builder High ¢ 
Pet Jan2 Ord Feb 15 ome 
RHODES, JAMES DANIEL, Pocklington, 
| cher — gt 15 Ord Feb! 
| SANKEY, Herbert Tritton, Canterbury, Solici 
| Canterbury Pet Jani2 Ord Feb 13 eed 
| SHAW, ALBERT ROLAND, Bartholomew lane. Finane’al 
Agent High Court Pet Nov 2t Ord Feb 16 
Sinun, Harry, Trego rd, Hackney Wick, Grocer 
High Court Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 16 
SPALDING, WILLIAM, Yoxford, Suffolk, Boot Maker 
Great Yarmouth Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
| THOMAS. GRIFFITH, Cwmdare. Aberdare 
Mechanic Aberdare Pet Feb 13 


Feb. 23, 1889! 


gy orks But- 


Colliery 


Ord Feb 14 
+ 
Dec 9 Ord Feb 4 Pet 
WATSON. JAMES SPOONER, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 15 
WILD, JOSEPH, Nottingham, out of business 
ingham Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 


Nott. 





| . , 
All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal’? must be authenticated 


by the name of the writer. 





CONTrNis 

CURRENT TOPICS --cccescce coe -ccccece 
True LAND TRANSFER BILL .--0e -- «+56 rr 
TH ALTERATIONS IN CouNTY COURT PRACTICE 

EFFECTED BY THE COUNTY COURT RULES, 1839 .. 
THE INTERPRETATION OF THE MARRIED WOMEN’S 

PROPERTY ACT, 1832 ... 
** No SOLICITOR NEED AP 
BVERGS «20 .00c0 <0 
CORRESPONDENCE .. 
LAw SOcIETIES ow 
LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL ... 
FRAUDULENT SOLICITORS ...+:- 
LEGAL NEws 
COURT PAPSRS.c --.c0 ccccccesccoce 
WINDING-UP NOTICES.. «sees --- 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES .. 
BANERUPTCY NOTICES 


PLY” 200. 





LIMITED. 





TRUSTEES : 
| The 
The 


OBJECTS OF THE SOCI. TY: 


1V.—TRUSTEES FOR DEBENTURE, &c. 
Debenture and other L 


a 


ne 


UST SOCIETY, 


PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 


Hon. Mr. JUSTICE DAY. 
Hon. Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM, 


The Society acts as Trustee 
oans. 
The Society is also prepared be be appointed Trustee 


(See special Prospectus.) 


VI.—TITLE GUARANTEE against defect in same. 


VII.—CONTRACTS GUARANTEED as to due performance, 


For further particulars apply to the General Manager and Secretary, THOS. R. RONALD, the Head Office, 9, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.O. 





_-—sEDE AND SON, 
ROBE fees MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her sar ey 
the Judicial 


ench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


ORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





UME for the TREATMENT and CUKE 


of INEBRIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, | 


High Sbot House, Twickenham. — Charmingly 
udei. Gentlemen only. Limited number taken. 
Billiard room, library, lawn tennis court, bowls, &c. 
‘The whole staff pledged abstainers. Terms—2} to 5 
guineas weekly. — Particulars from the Medical 
Superintendent, H. BRANTHWAITE, F.R.C.S.Ed.; and 
reference is permitted to Messrs. MUNTON & MoRRISs, 
solicitors, 954, Queen Victoria-street, London. 


the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of | 


And at the Branch Offices of the Society, St. Mildred’s House, E.C.; 58, Fountain Street, Manchester. 





| N ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND oveg 

+ to announce that their Sales by Auction ot 
Plate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 
&c., are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
and Fridays. 

The attention of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 

| and others is particularly called to this ready means 
or the disposal of Property of deceased and other 

| clients. 

| In consequence of the frequency of their sales 
Messrs. J. & D. are enabled to include large or small 
quantities at short notice (if required). 

Sales of Furniture held at private houses. 

Valuations for Probate or Transfer. Terms on ap- 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
1793), 38 and 39, Gracechurch-street, E.C. 

Mesers, Johnson & Dymond beg to notify that 
their Auction Sales of Wearing Apparel, Piece 
Goods, Household and Office Furniture, Carpets, 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of the week 
Saturday excepted). 


MARKIED CLERGYMAN, Vicar of a 
healthy parish in Wiltshire, desires to receive 
one or two Wards in Chancery.—Apply, X. Y. Z, 
care of Herbert G. James, Esq., 24, Horntou-street, 
Kensington,  ——‘i‘Ct 
[ you want Money without fees—amounts 
£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
| O, CLIBUBN, personally f possible, 43, Great Tower- 
| street, 











LONDON GAZETTE (pubiished by authority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET. 

ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 

to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
forty years, in the special insertion of all pro forms 
notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued support.— 

N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the 

strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stamped 

forms for advertisement and file of ** London Gazette” 

Sept. Bvappointment. 


}USNISH your HOUSES or APART- 
MENTS THROUGHOUT on 


MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
The original, best, and most liberal. 
Founded A.D. 1868. 


Furnish direct from the Manufacturer, from £10 to 
£10,000. 


Cash prices. No extra charge for time given. 


Catalogues, estimates, Press opinions, testimonials, 
post-free. 


F, MOEDER, 248, 249, & 250, Tottenham-court-rd., W 
ALSO for HIRE ONLY. 


Suits all. 
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